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CURRENT TOPICS. 


| ‘THE TRANSFER of 125 actions to Mr. Justice Romer for the 
| purpose of trial or hearing, to which we referred last week as 
‘then in contemplation, was to be signed on Friday last. The 
, list of actions transferred will probably be published early next 
week. 











WE ARE INFORMED that in the course of a case recently tried 
before the Lord Chief Justice, some difficulty having occurred 
in supplying his lordship with copies of letters which had passed 
between the parties to the action, he remarked that ‘‘ the care- 
lessness in not providing proper copies of correspondence has 
been very marked of late, and in several cases has caused me 
much annoyance and waste of time. It is neither respectful to 
the court nor fair to the clients that there should be this diffi- 
culty over letters.” It will be desirable that these observations 
should be noted. 





THE PROCEEDINGS against Dr. Jameson and his officers in 
respect of the famous Transvaal raid are likely to furnish one 
of the most interesting trials of the present generation. They 
will commence in the police court on the 10th of March, the 
prreesne: before Sir Joun Brince on Taesday last having 

een formal only. Much speculation has been rife as to the 
precise statute to which it would be sought to make the accused 
amenable, but, as we ventured to anticipate (anée, p. 220), the 
proceedings are taken under the Foreign Ealistment Act, 1870, 
section 11 of which provides that “if any person within the 
limits of her Majesty’s dominions, and without the liceace of 
her Majesty, prepares or fits out any naval or military expedi- 
tion to proceed against the dominions of any friendly State, 
every person engaged in such preparation or fitting out, or 
assisting therein, or employed in any capacity in such expedi- 
tion, shall be guilty of an offence against this Act, and shall 
be punishable by fine and imprisonment, or either of such 

unishments,” &c. It would be improper, now that a 

ave been commenced, to offer any remarks on sapk noge 
issue or on the law applicable to them; but our ers will 
find the objections to the application of the Foreign Enlistment 
Act discussed at the above-mentioned page. 





TaHERe CAN BE no doubt as to the importance and influence of 





the deputation which waited on the Lord Chancellor on Wed: 
18 
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nesday in support of the Bill for securing continuous sittings of 
the High Court in Lancashire, and the request for the assist- 


ance of the Government to secure the passing of the Bill was { 


pressed in a manner which shews how keen is the desire of the 
law societies and other local bodies to secure for that county a 
more satisfactory administration of justice. But the Lord 
Chancellor was justified in calling attention to the exceptional 


facilities already allowed to Liverpool and Manchester for the | 


despatch of civil business, and it was hardly to be expected that 
he would give a ready assent to a scheme which seems neces- 
sarily to involve an increase of the judicial staff. The fact is 


that Lancashire shares, in common with the rest of the country, | 


a desire for a more uniform management of litigious work than 
has hitherto been secured under the existing system, and it is 
probable that an attempt to satisfy the wishes of one district, 
however important, would only intensify the dissatisfaction 
elsewhere. It is to be remembered that although the sittings 
of the High Court are continuous in London, yet in practice 
London suffers from the circuit system in much the same way 
as the provinces. The proper test, as between London and 
Lancashire, is whether on the average the delay in bringing an 
action to trial at the Lancashire Assizes is greater than in 
London, and on this point the deputation do not appear to have 
had any statistics. The establishment of continuous sittings in 
Lancashire would very possibly be merely the first step in the 
decentralization of the High Court, and what had been done for 
one district would have to be done elsewhere. Possibly the 
circuit system is doomed, but before we embark on a change 
which would have such extensive consequences it must be made 
quite clear that the frequent assizes at Liverpool and Man- 
chester cannot be so arranged as to give all reasonable facilities 
for the trial of actions in those places. 





Ir 1s satisfactory that the Court of Appeal in Re Sanders’ | 


Settlement have affirmed the view taken by Kay, J., in 2 
Stewart (37 W. R. 484, 41 Ch. D.'494), that the scale fee does 
not apply to the grant of an easement. Under rule 2 (a) of the 
General Order under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, the 
seale prescribed in Part I. of Schedule I. to the order applies 
“‘in respect of sales, purchases, and mortgages completed” ; 
and in the schedule occur the phrases “sale of property’ and 
‘purchase of property.” In a sense it may be said that the 
grant of an easement at a consideration involves the sale of the 
easement, and the easement when created is undoubtedly a 
form of property ; but there is both a technical and substantial 
distinction between such a case and an ordinary sale of an 
interest in land. Technically there is no property in existence 
until the easement has been created ; in other words, the same 
deed that creates the property vests it immediately in the quasi- 
purchaser. But the more important consideration is that the 
reasons which make an «d valorem scale of remuneration proper 
on an ordinary sale of property do not apply to the grant of an 
easement. Upon an ordinary sale the purchase money is a 
substantial sum, and an ad valorem charge is the most convenient 
way of settling the amount tu which the solicitor is entitled. 
But, as was observed by Kay, J., in e Siewart, when an easement 
is granted the purchase money is comparatively trifling in 
amount. At the same time a difficult and expensive investigation 
of the grantor’s title might well be necessary, for which a scale 
charge calculated on the purchase money of the easement 
would be a very inadequate compensation. Moreover, as has 
now been pointed out by the Court of Appeal (Linvizy, Kay, 
and A. L. Surrn, LJJ.), the scale charge applies to cases in 
which the title to be investigated is the title to the property 
which is conveyed: whereas in the case of a new easement the 
title is not that to the easement, but the title to the property 
out of which the easement is created. The circumstances vary 
so much from those of an ordinary sale of property that it is 
clearly reasonable for the solicitor’s remuneration to be fixed by 
reference to the work actually done. 


Tux Judicial Trustees Bill introduced by Sir Howsny Vincut 
and Sir Rorrzr Rem, which was down for second reading in 
the House of Commons on Thursday, is identical with the 


measure introduced by Sir Roszrr Rerp last year as a result of 
the inquiry of the Select Committee.on the Administration of 
Trusts over which he presided when Attorney-General. Ii 
main feature is the establishment of the system of judicial 
trustees, or “ judicial factors,” which has for many years begn 
in operation in Scotland. Under the provisions of the Bill the 
judicial trustee would be a person appointed by the court— 
either the High Court or a county court—to manage the trust 
estate, ‘subject to the control and supervision of the court, ag 
an officer thereof.” The appointment would be made on the 
application of the person creating the trust, or of a trustee or 
beneficiary, and the judicial trustee would receive such re 
muneration, not exceeding the prescribed limits, as the court 
should in each case assign. It is provided that the court 
may, either on request or without request, give to a judicial 
trustee any general or special directions in regard to the 
administration of the trust, und once at least in every year the 
accounts of every judicial trustee are to be audited and a report 
thereon made to the court. The Bill leaves numerous matters 
to be arranged by rules, including the giving of security by 
judicial trustees, the safety of the trust property, and the regu. 
lating of procedure under the Act so as to make it simple and 
inexpensive. It is to be remembered that this scheme was 
adopted by the Select Committee in preference to the scheme 
for the establishment of a public trustee which had been pm- 





viously before Parliament. Ascompared with the latter scheme, 
| it has the merit that it does not involve the creation of a new 
| official department, and that it interferes as little as possible 
| with the system of administration of trusts by private trustees 
| which has proved at once so convenient and so inexpensive, 
| Considering the manner in which the Bill is supported, and the 

authority of the report on which it is founded, it is not u- 
| reasonable to anticipate that the judicial trustee will soon be 
| with us. 


| A very singular case with regard to the authority of a solic 
| tor came before the Court of Appeal recently. A. and B. ad- 
| vanced £1,000 to C. for the purpose of enabling him to carry on 
business. They were to have 10 per cent. for their money and 
| two-thirds of the profits, but the deed by which the arrangement 
| was effected expressly provided that there should be no partaer- 
| ship between the parties, and also—a somewhat inconsistent pro- 
| vision—that C. was to manage the business. Under such am 
arrangement as this it is, as is well known, extremely difficult to 
avoid the result that a partnership will be held to have been im 
fact created ; and when the business fell into financial difficulties 
this view was taken by creditors, who accordingly commenced 
actions against the firm. A. repudiated any liability as a 
partner, but C.’s solicitor advised A. that a partnership existed, 
and proceeded, on the instructions of C., the managing partner, 
to take the usual steps in the action on behalf of the firm 
He entered appearances for all three partners, and is 
due course, there being no defence, judgment was signed 
under order 14. The solicitor informed C. of this result, 
but he did not inform A., and in consequence execution 
was levied on A.’s goods, and a bankruptcy petition was filed 
against him, although he was in fact perfectly solvent. 
Under these circumstances A. alleged that the solicitor bad 
acted for him without his authority, and, alternatively, that he 
| had been negligent in not informing him that judgment 
been recovered. The whole question depended on whether 
there was a partnership or not. If not, there was no retainer 
the solicitor on behalf of A. But in fact, so it has Leen held, 
there was a partnership, and C. was the managing partner. 
He had consequently authority to retain the solicitor to defend 
the actions on behalf of the firm, and*the solicitor discha 
his duty when he gave notice to ©. that judgment had bem 
signed. The solicitor, according to the decision of the Cou 
of Appeal, was entitled to assume that ©. would do his duty 
and inform his co-partner of the progress of the litigation, 
hence the failure to do so was not negligence in the solicitor. 


Aw ArPLicarion was made to the Court of Appeal on the 1b 
instant which seems, not unnaturally, to have eluded the vigilam# 
‘of the reporters, but which ought to be recorded, if only to pi 
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—— ame 
yide the learned gentleman who is understood to be engaged in 
gmolidating the Judicature Acts with a subject for revision. 
jnacase of Honduras Banking Co. v. La Campagnie Generale, $c., 
the judge in chambers was applied to at the beginning of 
Jguary for an order for service of the writ out of the jurisdic- 
ton. The application was refused, and the plaintiff appealed. 
On the 13th of January the Court of Appeal made the order 
yked for, and on the 12th of February instant Mr. Potiarp 
ied to the Court of Appeal for leave to move to discharge 
order for service out of the jurisdiction. The court directed 
that the application should be made to the judge in chambers. 
This case is different from Black v. Dawson (48 W.R. 435 ; 1895, 
1Q, B. 848), where it was stated, with the authority of all the 
members of the Court of Appeal, that an application to set aside 
an order for service out of the jurisdiction should be made to the 
indge in chambers. In that case the judgein chambers made 
the order sought to be set aside. The Court of Appeal has now 
carried that decision a step farther, and has held that even when 
the Court of Appeal itself made the order, the defendant must 
sill apply in chambers to set it aside. Having regard to the 
tems of the first section of the Judicature Act, 1894, the result 
ofthe above cases is to produce a state of affairs which cannot 
be regarded as satisfactory. First, the judge in chambers con- 
siders the application for leave to serve abroad onits merits, and 
decides that it is not a proper case for an order. Then the 
Court of Appeal also considers the application on its merits, and 
decides that it s a case for an order. After that, the other side 
applies to the judge in chambers to consider the case once more 
m its merits, and most probably presents the judge in argument 
with the very reasons which influenced him in refusing to grant 
the order in the first instance. He cannot be bound by the 
reasoning of the Court of Appeal in overruling him, because 
util the application is made to him to set aside the order of the 
Court of Appeal, the whole proceedings have been ex parte. He 
therefore has to decide on the merits again, and in deciding he 
may, and probably will, overrule the Court of Appeal. That 
issufiiciently absurd in itself, but that is by no means the worst 
feature of this curious twist of procedure. The judge in 
chambers may—we do not say he would do so, but he may— 
refuse leave to appeal to the Court of Appeal. Left to our own 
resources to decide whether an application to set aside an order 
forservice out of the jurisdiction was within the Judicature Act, 
1894, section 1 (1) (b), we might have doubted, but in Black v. 
Dawson (supra) the Master of the Rolls expressly stated that the 
onler made upon such an application could be appealed from 
“if leave obtained.” The plaintiff, it is true, could appeal from 
the refusal to give leave to appeal, and the matter might thus 
be put right ; but we may perhaps be pardoned for suggesting 
that in the consolidated Judicature Act it would be well to 
— that where it is sought to set aside an order of the 
of Appeal, the application should be made by motion to 

the Court of Appeal. 





A REMARKABLE difference of judicial opinion was manifested 
m Tuesday in the judgments of the Court of Appeal in Miller 
¥, Collins, The question for decision was whether a married 
woman (married in 1855) could, by a deed acknowledged under 
the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act, assign her reversionary 

interest in money held upon the trusts of her marriage 


on the ground that the assignment of 1869 was ineffectual, 

and the action was brought to enforce specific performance of’ 
the contract. Section 77 enables a married woman, by deed’ 
acknowledged, with the concurrence of her husband, “ to dis- 

pose of any estate which she alone, or she and her husband in 
her right, may have in lands of any tenure . . . . as fully 
and effectually as she could do if she were a feme sole.” And 

by section 1 ‘‘the word ‘estate’ shall extend to an estate in 

equity as well as at law, and shall also extend to any interest, 

charge, lien, or incumbrance in, upon, or affecting land, either 

at law or in equity, and shall also extend to any interest, 

charge, lien, or incumbrance in, upon, or affecting money 

subject to be invested in the purchase of land.” If the married 

woman could not dispose of her reversionary interest under 

section 77—/.¢., if it was an interest in personalty—she could 

not dispose of it at all, inasmuch as Malins’ Act did not apply : 

(1) because the interest was created by an instrument executed 

before the 3lst of December, 1857; and (2) because it arose 

under a marriage settlement. 





THE GRovunps for the divergent views were shortly as follow :— 
Lixotey, L.J., considered that the interest of a person benefici- 
ally entitled to money invested on a mortgage held by his 
trustee might be properly described as an ‘‘interest in land.” 
The interest of the cestui que trust was not confined to the money, 
but extended to the security for it—i.c., the land held by his 
trustee. If there was only one cestui que trust, and he was sui 
juris, the trustee could be required to transfer the security to 
him; if there were several, and they were sui juris, and 
absolutely entitled to the money, they could, if they agreed, 
require the security to be transferred to them. Again, in 
defining ‘‘ estate,” no contrast was made between one interest 
in land and another, but the statement was so framed as to in- 
clude all interests, legal or equitable, in land, or money charged 
upon it, or to be invested in its purchase, or to arise from its 
sale; and several words were used by way of precaution to 
emphasize the meaning, and to ensure that nothing intended to be 
included should inadvertently be omitted. There was no reason 
for construing the definition of “ estate” narrowly, even though 
the result might be to enable married women to do more by 
an acknowledged deed under the Fines and Recoveries Act than 
they could have done by a fine before that Act, or than they could 
do under Malins’ Act. On the other hand, Kay, L.J., poiated 
out that the object of the Fines and Recoveries Act, as regarded 
married women, was to facilitate the transfer of real estate by 
providing a simpler mode of conveying their interests in it than 
the somewhat cumbrous device of a fine. But in the present 
case the concurrence of the married woman was not necessary to 
enable the trustees to deal with the mortgaged estate. They 
could convey it, transfer, or release it from the mortgage debt 
without her concurrence. No authority could be discovered to 
shew that before the Act her reversionary life interest in equity 
in the income derived from a debt which was thus collaterally 
secured by a mortgage could have been disposed of by means 
of a fine. That was a reason for presuming that the case did 
not come within the Act, and his lordship thought that, however 
the words of the definition were read, they did not express any 
interest in a debt which was also secured by a charge, lien, or 
incumbrance on land. The learned judge further pointed out 





ment, which had been invested by the trustees upon a 
mortgage of real estate. Mr. Justice Srrriina, contrary appa- 
rently to his own opinion, but upon the authority of the decision 
of Mr. Justice Onrrry in te Newton's Trusts (28 Ch. D. 181), 

that such a deed was ineffectual to pass the married 
Woman’s interest, on the ground that it was not an “ estate” or 
“interest ” in land within the meaning of section 77 of the Act. 
The Court of Appeal (Linptry, A. L. Surrn, and Kay, L.JJ.) 
terersed this decision (Kay, L.J., dissenting), and held that the 
at was effectual. The married woman had executed a 

» acknowledged tinder the Act, in 1869, by which, her 

band concurring, she purported to assign her reversionary 
interest in a sum of £1,100, which was then invested on 


that if this interest of a married woman could be assigned by,‘a 
deed acknowledged under the Fines and Recoveries Act, the 
result would be that if the money had been variously invested, 
part on mortgage and part in Consols, only so much of the 
income as was derived from the mortgage would pass by the 
deed, and the remainder would not. He also asked this very 
pertinent question : If a married woman was entitled under a 
marriage settlement, made since the Sist of December, 1857, to 
a reversionary life interest in personal estate which happened 
to be invested on mortgage, she could not under Malins’ Act 
assign this interest ; it was expressly > enh my from that Act ; 
could it, notwithstanding that prohibition, es of under 
the Fines and Recoveries Act? There is, no doubt, foree in 
the reasoning of Lord Justice Livpiey, but we must confess 
that to that of Lord Justice Kay it appears exceedingly difficult 





the assignee, and he had contracted to sell the life 
to the defendant. ‘The defendant refused to complete, 





to find a satisfactory answer. We imagine that, the amount at 
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stake being comparatively small, it is not very probable that the 
case will be carried to the House of Lords. 





THE cxarM of the Inland Revenue Commissioners to corpora- 
tion duty on the income derived by the Corporation of London 
and the Mercers’ Company from the Royal Exchange appears to 
be one of those matters which become perfectly simple so soon 
as a little common sense is applied to them. By section 11 of 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 
51) an annual duty, to supply the place of death duties, was 
imposed on property vested in corporate bodies, the duty being 
assessed at the rate of £5 per cent. on the net annual value; 
but there was an exemption in favour of property legally 
appropriated and applied for the benefit of the public at large, 
or of any county, borough, or place. The circumstances of the 
Royal Exchange are peculiar. The site was purchased by 
public subscription in the reign of Elizabeth; but the building, 
which consisted of the public bourse, or meeting-place for 
merchants, with adjacent. shops, was due to the bounty of Sir 
Tnoxas GresHam. His wish, as expressed in his will made in 
1575, was that the property should be held in moieties by the 
Corporation and the Mercers’ Company upon trust to make 
certain specified payments; and the arrangement was con- 
firmed by subsequent Acts of Parliament. What was to 
be done with the surplus income, should there be any, 
does not seem to have been directed, but so far the ques- 
tion has never arisen, the Royal Exchange having boen 
itself a continual source of expense. After the Great Fire of 
1666 it was rebuilt at a cost of £80,000. In 1819 the repairs 
necessitated an outlay of £43,000, In 1838 it was again 
destroyed by fire, and the present building cost close on 
£200,000. To meet these expenses the Corporation have had 
from time to time to borrow money, and though of recent years 
the net income, after paying outgoings and providing for the 
express objects of the trust, has ranged from £3,000 to £5,500, 
yet the annual amount has been absorbed in reducing past 
borrowings of capital for the purpose of rebuilding. The 
Inland Revenue Commissioners appear to have claimed duty on 
the net income as the private property of the Corporation, with- 
out making any allowance for the liabilities which the Corpora- 
tion have incurred. Whether the Corporation had in strictness 
power to borrow money for the purpose of rebuilding may 
possibly be questioned, but as to the bonefit, both to the trust 
estate and to the public, derived from such borrowing there can 
be no doubt, and it would have been inequitable in the extreme 
to treat as private property money which in fact was applied 
year by year to the necessary maintenance of the trust estate. 
What may be the destination of the surplus, should a surplus 
ever really exist, is another question ; but it is to be noticed 
that the Corporation, and presumably also the Mercers’ 
Company, disclaim altogether any private interest. 





THE various reporters of the case of Re Denekin, Peters v. 
Tanchereau (43 W. R. Dig. 199), an important decision of Norru, 
J., giving effect to a direction in a will to pay legacies to infants 
at eighteen, seem to have been playing Lewis Carrott’s game 
of “‘ doublets,” and to have expended much ingenuity in changing 
the name of the case a letter at a time. Starting with Re 
Denckin, Peters v. Tanchercau, adopted by the Weexiy Reporter 
and the Law Times (72 L. T. 220), we get to Re Deneken, Peters 
v. Bauchereau in The Reports (13 R. 198), varied by the Law 
Journal (30 N. C. 95) into Re Deneken, Peters v. Bancherau. The 
Times Case List for the 2nd of February gives it as Re Dencker, 
Peters v. Banchereau, and the Law Reports (1895, W.N.., 28) close 
the game with Re Dencker, Peters ¥. Bancherean. One report gives 
the date of the case as Friday, the 2nd of January; but, as the 
2nd of January was not on a Friday, nor, so far as we are 
aware, was the court sitting so early in the year, we prefer the 
date 2nd of February, which was on a Saturday. The indis- 
tinctness of counsel or judge is no doubt responsible for such 
apocryphal cases as Cox v. Mallow, cited in one report without a 
reference, and traditionally assigned to Cocks v. Manners (LL. R. 
12 Eq. 574); but the above discrepancy must surely have been 
the result of an elaborate joke. 





trie 
Tre Seipen Socrery, under its present efficient management, 
well deserves the support of the profession. It has comple 
and is about to issue to the members, Volume IX. of its publigg. 
tions, being the volume for 1895. It consists of a seléctig, 
from the Coroners’ Rolls in the Public Record Office from 
A.D. 1265—1413, with an introduction on the History of th, 
Office of Coroner by Dr. Gross, of Harvard. The volume fi 
1896 will be ‘‘Select Cases in Chancery” from the time of 
Richard II. A portion of this is already in the press. 





THE ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


WE are indebted to Mr. Cuartes Burney for the able defence 
of the originating summons which appeared in our last iggy 
(ante, p. 271). After reading that communication, no one cay 
say that the originating summons in its day of trial was not 
well defended, for it would not be possible to name an advocate 
with truly conservative proclivities who could speak with higher 
authority or wider official experience than Mr. Burnzy, We 
cordially welcome his friendly criticism of our previous articles 
on this subject, and are no less grateful for the candour of his 
admissions. He admits the “recent friction” attaching to 
procedure by originating summons, deprecates the necessity of 
frequent amendment and the expense attaching to the process, 
and suggests a remedy in the shape of a reversion back to the 
system of issuing originating summonses in chambers. In faet, 
his defence may be summed up asa plea for mending, instead 
of ending, the originating summons. We have no possible 
objection to urge against this, provided the advantages to be 
gained by mending can be shewn to be equally great. 

Before we proceed to examine Mr. Burney’s arguments, we 
will place side by side the forms of writ of summons and 
originating summons, in order that our readers may be able to 
compare them at a glance. 

Wrir or Summons. 
(TrtTLz.) 


Victoria by the grace of God, 


ORIGINATING SuMMONs. 


(Tirz.) 


C. 

To A. B.—We command you 
that within eight days after service 
of this writ on you, inclusivs of the 
day of such service, you do cause 
an appearance to be entered for you 
iu an action at the suit of C D., 
and take notice that in default of 
your so doing the plaintiff may 
proceed therein and judgment may 
be given in your absence. 

Witness Lord High Chan- 
cellor of Great Britain, this 


Let A. B. within eight days after 
service of this summons on him, 
inclusive of the day of such service, 
cause an appearance to be entered 
for him to this summons, which is 
issued upon the application of ¢. 
»., who claims (claim here stated). 

Date, &c. 

Note.—If the defendant does not 
appear within the time and at the 
place above mentioned, such order 
will be made and proceedings taken 
day of &e. as the judge may think just and 

(Claim indorsed.) expedient. 

The only difference between the above documents is that the 
writ is a formal, and the summons a most informal, process. 
Otherwise they are precisely the same. They tell the person 
served the same thing in words almost identical. They are 
issued at the same office, bear the same fee, are sealed with the 
same seal, served in the same way, and appearance to them is 
entered within the same time and at the same place. Moreover, 
a writ is the commencement of an action, and it has been held 
that every originating summons falling within ord. 55, r. 3, 18 
also the commencement of an action (Re Fawsitt, 30 Ch 
D. 231). 

We aT deal with these latter originating summonses first, 
because they lie somewhat beyond Mr. Burney’s objections. 
They, at any rate, being already actions, could suffer the very 
trifling change from the form of originating summons to that of 
the writ, followed by a chamber summons for judgment or final 
order, without any material alteration of subsequent procedure 
in chambers. We have a precedent for procedure to judgment 
in chambers on a chamber summons following a writ. The 
plan works admirably under order 14. Originating summonses 
under ord. 54n and ord. 55, rr. 3 and 5a, are actions within the 
ruling of Re Fawsitt. It seems unnecessary and undesirable 
that there should be two ways, almost but not quite identical, 
of commencing an action in the High Court. Can there be any 
doubt that of the two forms given above the writ alone is sult 
‘ able for the commencement of an action? 
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The strongest plea put forward by Mr. Burney relates to 
originating summonses belonging to a separate and distinct class 
—yiz., those under statutes which provide in some cases for 

ication to the court ‘in a summary way,” and in others 
“by summons.” We are disposed to agree that these origi- 
nating summonses should be retained if ible. The Rule 
Committee have, perhaps unwittingly, indicated how they may 
be dealt with in a way which is consistent with Mr. Burney’s 
suggestion, and which would remove the principal causes of 
friction we have pointed out. 

By the Rules of August, 1894, a new form of originating 
summons under statute was prescribed, which expressly informs 
the respondent that he need not enter a pearance, but must 
attend at the time and place mentioned. This form of summons 
is, by ord. 54, r. 4¥, confined to applications under certain 
statutes and orders therein named. The list there given was 
designed to comprise originating summonses issued in the 
Queen’s Bench Division. As a matter of fact, some of the 
statutes mentioned apply equally to the Chancery Division, and, 
in fact, form part of the array of Acts of Parliament from which 
the Chancery Division derives its statutory jurisdiction. Why 
should there be two ways of applying to the court by — 

iginating summons, one requiring an appearance to 
are’, and the other requirin > ap - ce? It would 
surely be more simple to bring them all under the form pre- 
seribed for some of them—viz., Appendix K, No. lc. This 
change, though not great in itself, would simplify procedure 
considerably. The originating summons would be confined on 
both sides of the court to the exercise in chambers of summary 
jurisdiction under statute. An action could only be commenced 
by writ. Appearance would only be required in an action. 

In considering this possible retention of the originating 
summons under statute, we find ourselves once more face to 
face with the question of amendment. Mr. Burney agrees 
with us that something should be done to stop the waste of 
time and money involved in unnecessary amendments. As- 
suming that an originating summons will merely call upon 
the respondent to attend in chambers, we venture to suggest 
a simple expedient : ‘‘ Unless otherwise ordered, the duplicate 
of an originating summons filed in the Central Office shall 
not be amended when the original is amended in chambers; 
but before the order on such summons is passed, the original 
summons shall be filed as of record in the Central Office, and 
all amendments thereof duly recorded. The filing of such 
summons shall be vouched in the same manner as the filing 
of pleadings is vouched on entering judgment.” The effect 
of some such provision as this would be that the chief clerk 
would be free to amend the original summons from time to 
time, as he saw fit, without expense to the parties, and such 
amendments would be duly recorded in the cause book, and 
the amended summons filed as of record, before the order was 

We may mention that the original summons always 
is filed on passing the order, or, to be more accurate, is 
retained by the registrar as his authority for the order passed 
and entered. 

In the foregoing remarks we have endeavoured, as far as 
possible, to meet Mr. Burnzy’s objections by suggesting a via 
media whereby the present friction in procedure by originating 
summons may be removed without interfering with the summary 
Jurisdiction of the court. 


“ DEMOLITION ORDERS” AND LOCAL 
AUTHORITIES. 


Ay entirely new point of law, and one of considerable import 
ance to the owners of small house property, has recently been 
raised at the Middlesex Quarter Sessions. 

_The case was argued at the January Sessions, and the con- 
sidered ay ogy of the chairman, Mr. Lirrzzr, Q.C., was de- 
livered on the 15th of February. Mr. Lrrrzzr regarded the 
question in dispute as one of no little difficulty, and in the 
course of the pant suggested that it might be convenient 
for the Court of Quarter Sessions to find the facts, leaving the 
question uf law to be determined by the High Court; but the 
parties were not in a position to accede to the suggestion. 





However, the question will, no doubt, eventually come before 


the High Court in some form, as we believe that local 
authorities have in several instances hitherto acted upon a view 
which is diametrically opposed to the law as laid down by 
Mr. Lrrrizr. 

The question turns upon the construction of the sections of 
the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890, which empower 
local authorities, in certain circumstances, to make what are 
known as “demolition orders”; and, inasmuch as the recent 
decision of the Middlesex Court of Quarter Sessions is at 
present the only authority upon the subject, a careful examin- 
ation of the judgment prepared by Mr. Lrrritzer may not be out 
of place. 

The facts of the case (Vale v. Southall-Norwood Urban District 
Council) were shortly as follow. The appellants were the 
owners of six cottages in the district of the Southall-Norwood 
Urban District Council. These cottages were admittedly at 
the time the District Council commenced proceedings in such a 
state as to be unfit for human habitation. The owners, how- 
ever, who are trustees, were not in a position to expend the large 
sum which the local authority considered n in order 
to render the cottages fit for habitation. Accordingly, on the 
8th of April, 1895, “closing orders” were made by the magi- 
strates, under section 32 of the Housing of the Working Classes 
Act, 1890. At the time taese ‘‘ closing orders’ were made the 
six cottages were all inhabited. On the 25th of June, all the 
cottages being still occupied, the District Council passed a resolu- 
tion, under section 33 (1) of the Act, that it was expedient to 
order the demolition of the buildings. The Council, in pursuance 
of section 33 (2) of the Act, appointed a date for the further 
consideration of their resolution, and gave notice thereof to the 
owners. In the interval between the passing of the resolution 
by the District Council and the day appointed for the further 
consideration thereof the occupiers of all the cottages, except- 
ing one, gave up possession, and the cottages remained closed. 
On the 13th of November the District Council, acting under 
section 33 (3) of the Act, ordered the demolition of the six 
cottages. On this date five of the six cottages were empty <nd 
closed, but one cottage was occupied by a family who remained 
in possession in spite of the efforts of the District Council to turn 
them out. Against these orders the owners appealed. 

Two contentions were relied upon on behalf of the owners. 
It was argued, first, that a ‘‘ demolition order’ under section 33 
(3) depended for its validity ween a resolution having been 

by the local authority, under section 33 (1), that it was 
expedient to order the demolition of the building, and that this 
resolution could only be where the local authority were 
‘‘ of opinion ” that the dwelling-house had not been rendered fit 
for habitation, and that the necessary steps were not being taken 
with all due — to render it so fit, and that the continu- 
ance of the building was dangerous or injurious to the health of 
the public or of the inhabitants of the neighbouring dwelling- 
houses. It was contended that the “opinion” which the 
statute required should be formed by the authority as a 
condition precedent to their passing a demolition resolution, was 
something in the nature of a judicial opinion, after hearing and 
considering evidence; and it was urged that before passing 
their resolution the Council had never formed any ‘‘ opinion”’ as 
to the existence of the three sets of facts referred to in section 





33 (1) of the Act, but that they had their resolution 
pn relying upon the fact that ‘‘ closing orders” had been 
made and had not been complied with. 

The second contention on behalf of the owners was that a 
Wan agpe yes en oer only be — peers, aa 
ance of any building, being or being part e dwelling- 
house,” was “‘ dangerous or injurious to the health of the public 
or of the inhabitants of the neighbouring dwelling-houses,” and 
that it was impossible to say that the continuance of a closed house 
could be dangerous or injurious to the health of the public or of 
the inhabitants of the neighbouring dwelling-houses, unless 
it were so by reason of the existence of some nuisance in the 


house. 
he facts were practically undisputed. It was conceded on 
behalf of the owners that, as things were when the District 


Council commenced proceedings, the cot were not fit for 





habitation ; whilst the witnesses called by the Council admitted 
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that, so long as the cottages were closed, and remained closed 
they were not dangerous or injurious to the health of the 
public or of the inhabitants of the neighbouring dwelling- 
houses. 

As to the first point taken on behalf of the owners, that 
the District Council had never formed an “ opinion” within 
the meaning of the section, the judgment of the court was to 
the effect that, inasmuch as the members of the Council had been 
shewn to have had personal knowledge of the condition of the 
cottages, and as they had also received reports on the subject from 
their medical officer, the Council, in passing the resolution for 
“demolition,” had acted not merely :ninisterially, but judicially. 
But with regard to the owners’ contention, that a closed house, so 
long as it remained closed, could not be dangerous or injurious 
to the health of the public, the chairman in the course of his 
judgment pointed out that the Act was one of great stringency, 
and one of an almost penal nature, and that it ought therefore to 
be construed strictly in every particular. The Act required, first, 
‘‘closiny,” and secondly, under certain conditions, ‘‘ demolition.” 
It would seem to have been the intention of the Legislature that 
the conditions set out in section 33 (1) should be read conjunc- 
tively, and not disjunctively ; and it followed therefore that all 
the three conditions required by section 33 (1) must exist before 
any order for demolition could be properly made. Tuaese three 
conditions did not co-exist in the case of the five cottages which 
were closed and uninhabited at the time the demolition orders 
were made. With regard to the sixth cottage, the court were of 
opinion that all the conditions required by the sub-section were 
in existence ai the time of the passing of the original resolution, 
at the time of the further consideration of the resolution, and 
also at the time of the hearing of the appeal. The appeal was 
accordingly allowed as to the five cottages which were closed at 
the date of the demulition order, and dismissed as to the cottage 
which was inhabited at that date; the chairman concluding his 
judgment with the observation that “‘it must not be inferred 
from this judgment that local authorities are not under any 
circumstances justified in making a demolition order merely 
because houses are closed.” 

Assuming this judgment of the Court of Quarter Sessions to 
have been justified by the facts, the result, from the owners’ 
point of view, is somewhat anomalous. It seems reasonably 
clear that when a “closing order” has been made by the 
magistrate, it becomes the duty of the local authority to make 
the order effectual by compelling the inhabitants of the 
“closed” house to cease from occupying it. The Act does not 
say so in terms, but section 42 (3) provides that where a closing 
order has been made as respects any dwelling-house the local 
authority shall serve notice of the order on every occupying 
tenant of the dwelling-house, and that within the period 

i in the notice the order shall be obeyed by him, and he 
and his family shall cease to inhabit the dwelling-house, and in 
default he shall be liable to a penalty not exceeding twenty 
shillings a2 day during his disobedience to the order. 
sub-section further provides that the local authority may 
make to every tenant required to obey the order reasonable 
allowance on account of his expenses in removing, and that 
this allowance shall be recoverable from the owner by the 
local authority. 

In the case in question the District Council had taken pro- 
ceedings under this section against the occupiers of the six 
cottages ; but the occupier of one cottage set the local authority 
at defiance and remained in occupation. The fact that he was 
in oceupation when the “demolition order” was made was the 
sole ground upon which the Court of Quarter Sessions decided 
that the “demolition order,” in the case of this one cottage, 


was rightly made. The curious result follows that an owner's 
liability to be deprived of his property by a “ demolition order ” 


may depend entirely upon whether or not the local authority 
have been successful or otherwise in proceedings taken by them 
under section 22 (%) of the Act with the view of getting the 
KH out of the house. Can this have been the intention of 
the Legislatare? Mr. Lirrizx dealt with this difficulty, but he 
did #9 om the sassumption—which we venture to think ill 


founded—that the duty of getting rid of the occupiers of a} 


“ dined” house devolves upon the owner, and not upon the local 
‘ y. Apo 


The | 


THE LATE MR. RICHARD BLOXAM. 


WE regret to announce the death of Mr. RicHARD BLOXAM, late 
taxing master in the Court of Chancery, at his house, Eltham Court, 
Kent, on Sunday, ‘the 23rd of February, 1896. Mr. BLOXAm was 
born at Newport, Isle of Wight, in the year 1808; was articled to 
Mr. CHARLES Dawson, of the firm of Exley, Stocker, & Dawson, ang 
was admitted in the year 1830 ; in which same year, on Mr. Dawson's 
retirement from the firm of Dawson & Hawkins, he joined Mr, 
HAWEINS, and continued a member of his firm till 1852. 

During this period, and until his final retirement from active pro. 
fessional work, he took a lively interest in the practice of the Cour; 
of Chancery, and assisted in the introduction of many reforms. The 
first in which he took part was the provision for commencing suits by 
claims, by which the tedious process of requiring an answer to 
interrogatories attached to all bills of complaint was first avoided; 
then he assisted Sir GEORGE TURNER in preparing the Act which bore 
Sir GEORGE’s name, providing for a cheap and effectual process for 
the relief and indemnity of executors by taking in court an account 
of their testators’ debts. This led the way to a consideration 
of a complete reform of the practice of the court, which was 
carried out by the Acts of 1852 for the abolition of the Masters 
in Chancery and for the improvement of jurisdiction in 
Equity. These Acts were prepared by Mr. WICKENS, afterwards 
Vice-Chancellor, superintended by Sir GEORGE TURNER and assisted 
by Mr. Biroxam, who worked indefatigably in arranging the details 
and the rules and orders thereunder. In place of the masters, each 
Chancery judge had appointed to assist him two chief clerks, who 
were solicitors of at least ten years’ standing or master’s clerks, and 
a staff of junior clerks. 

Mr. Bioxam was the first chief clerk drawn from the ranks of the 
solicitors. He acted as chief clerk to Sir GEORGE TURNER, then 
Vice-Chancellor, and, upon Sir GEORGE’s promotion to be Lord 
Justice, to his successor Sir WILLIAM PacE WooD, afterwards Lord 
Chancellor Lord HATHERLEY. In 1859 Mr. BLOXAM was appointed 
taxing master, but in almost every improvement in the practice of 
the court he was consulted. 

Upon the passing of the Winding-up Act of 1862, Mr. BLoxAm 
and Mr. Hume, then chief clerk to the Master of the Rolls, drew 
the general orders under that Act. So effective and complete were 
these orders that no attempt to alter or amend them was made during 
the twenty-eight years in which the Act of 1862 was unaltered as to 
winding up, «a fact which will be appreciated by the present 
generation of practitioners, who may be said to live in an atmosphere 
of amendments to general orders. 

When the Orders dealing with solicitors’ costs wore in preparation 
Mr. Brox took a leading part in settling them, and did his best 
to provide for the due remuneration of solicitors, bearing in mind the 
interest of suitors. In this connection it may be interesting to 
know that, finding from a proof sent him after he had left town for 
his holiday that the provision that office copies should be made by 
the solicitors had been struck out, he telegraphed to stay the print- 
ing, obtained an interview with the Lord Chancellor, und induced his 
lordship to restore this provision, which, while it in no way injured 
the suitor, was no small advantage to the solicitor. 
| Lord Justice Fry, conceiving that the practice approved of by Sir 
| GEORGE JessEL, Master of the Rolls, in the case of [te Birkett (9 Ch. 
| D. 576) of obtaining the opinion of the court upon a specific poit 





| occurring in the administration of a trust without administration by 
| the court, might be more fully carried out by general orders, as 
Mr. Bioxam to prepare a set of Orders for the purpose, and he, 
with the assistance of Mr. HAWKINS, the chief clerk to Mr. Justice 
Curry, prepared the draft of ord. 55, r. 3, which it must be 
admitted has been the means of saving great expense and delay, and 
has been a great boon to trustees. 

Mr. BLoxaM never spared himself, and, although he was esteemed: 
a strict taxing master, he was always actuated by a desire to do 
justice both to the suitor and the solicitor ; in fact, his ruling passion 
may be said to have been a desire to be just. 

He was a most affectionate husband and father, and a staunch 
friend, never sparing any amount of trouble to serve those who 
needed help or advice. He married a daughter of the late Mr. 
Francis Turner, the conveyancer, and she, with six children, 
survive him. ° 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 

Kvivency 1s Carmina, Casys.—-The Lord Chancellor, in moving 
the second reading of the Evidence in Oriminal Cases Bill in the 
House of Lords on the 20th inat,, observed that the Bill had beer 
repeatedly before the House, and he trusted that at lust the effort 
bring the law of evidence into reasonable condition might be success- 
ful. He pointed out the anomaly by which the evidence of acct 
persons, although in general rejected, was admitted in special cases 
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by the express provisions of some twenty-five or thirty statutes. 
Hence a prosecutor could select a particular form of accusation, and 
gpon the selection made would depend the question whether the 

n interested could be examined as a witness. Lord HERSCHELL, 
insupporting the motion, said that the matter had reached a point 
at which argument was useless. A measure similar to this was first 
carried through that House in 1886, and’ since that date the Lord 
Chancellor and himself had alternately introduced a Bill of the kind 
in successive Sessions. The Bill was read a secondjtime. Upon the 
House going into Committee on the Bill on the 24th inst., Lord 
RussELL oF KILLOWEN objected to the provision of clause 1 (d) that 
an accused person called as a witness shall not, save in the two cases 

ified, be cross-examined as to credit; and he put the case of two 
men being charged with the same offence and _ tried at the same time. 
Ifone of them elected to go into the witness-box, he might not only 
give evidence to exculpate himself, but also to the effect that it was 
his co-defendant in the dock who had committed the offence. It 
gemed to Lord RussELL monstrous that that witness should be 
allowed to go before a jury as a witness of credit without any cross- 
examination. To meet this objection there was added to the list of 
cases excepted from the prohibition of examination as to credit the 
following: Where ‘‘a person charged and called as a witness has 
given evidence against any other person charged with the same 
offence.”’ As thus amended the Bill passed through Committee, and 
was referred to the Standing Committee. 


LivERPOoL CourT oF PAssaGE.—The Liverpool Court of Passage 
Bill, introduced by Mr. BicHAM, proposes by clause 2 to make 

vision for appeals from the registrar in the event of R. 8. C. Order 
lf being applied to the Court of Passage. The Liverpool Court of 
Passage Act, 1893, empowers the presiding judge of the court, with 
the concurrence of the rule-making authority of the Supreme Court, 
toapply to the Court of Passuge any of therules of the High Court. 
It isnow proposed that in the event specified appeals from orders of 
the registrar made under order 14 shall be to the presiding judge, if 
he shall be at the time when such appeal is ready for hearing resident 
inor near Liverpool, but otherwise to a judge of the High Court at 
chambers. The Bill also contains clauses limiting to county court 
costs the amount of costs recoverable in the Court of Passage in cases 
in which the action might have been brought in the county court and 
inwhich less than £10 is recovered, and enabling actions of contract 
where less than £10 is claimed to be transferred to the county court. 
The Bill has been read a second time. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 
ORIGINATING SUMMONSES. 
[Zo the Editor of -the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The great authority of Mr. Burney makes his remarks on 
this subject in your last number deserving of the utmost deference, 
and will, I hope, induce a careful examination of the subject. 

In view of this I may perhaps be allowed once more to recur to 
the suggestions made in my letters to you of the 11th of March, 
1893, and the 2nd of June, 1894 (37 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 323, and 
38 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 511). 


“The defendant is sued, &c. 

“‘ The defendant is required to attend at the chambers of, &. . . . 
on the . . on the hearing of the above’claim to shew cause 
why an order should not be made. 

“Tf you do not attend, &c. 

‘You are not to deliver any defence or other pleading without 
leave of the judge.” 

A proceeding so commenced wouid, I believe, combine the present 
advantages of both writ and originating summons, without 
additional expense or inconvenience; and if any of your readers, 
bearing this in mind, will read again Mr. Burney’s paper, it will be 
seen that many of the objections he puts forw fall to the 
ground. 

I do not lose sight of the point that in some cases of originating 
summonses a defendant is not required, or even obtainable. I[ 
admit that there is some difficulty as to these comparatively rare 
cases, but I am convinced that some way can be found to meet this ; 
and, failing a better, I would suggest that in those cases the official 
solicitor should be made pro forma a defendant, not to be served 
without the direction of the judge. 

I have purposelyconfined myself to originating summonses ; but I 
believe that suggestions might easily be made to meet the case of 
petitions and originating motions (as under the Companies Acts) so 
that we could reach the result that, on the Chancery side at least, all 
proceedings might become actions, commenced by one form of writ. 
with endorsement varied to meet each particular class of cases. 

In conclusion, I should like to add that I do not see the advantage 
of heading summonses, &c., ‘‘ In the matter of the Settled Land Act,” 
or any other Act, blunders in which headings, Mr. Burney says, cause 
so many amendments. The litigant appeals to the jurisdiction of the 
court entire and indivisible, and it is of no importance for the appli- 
cant to point out to the court at the beginning under what Act the 
court derives the powers he invokes. This will sufficiently appear at 
the next or a later stage. V. J. CHAMBERLAIN. 

48, Finsbury-square, London, E.C., Feb. 26th. 





THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In my letter which you were good enough to insert in your 
|issue of the 22nd inst. on this subject, I (inter alia) stated that *‘ a 
' large profit—many thousands a year—is made” in the offices of the 
Chancery taxing masters. The following figures, taken from the 
(civil) judicial statistics referred to in my said letter, will more 
abundantly prove this assertion of mine to be true. 

At p. xi., in the introduction to the statistics, the particulars are 
given of the fees earned in the Chancery taxing masters’ offices for 
the six years 1887-8 to 1892-3, both inclusive, and they amount 
altogether to £157,494, 

Shewing, therefore, a yearly average of ... = ‘ah 

From which sum deduct the amount of the salaries of 

the seven masters at £1,500 a year each “as -- £10,500 
Do. the amount of the salaries of the clerks of the said 

seven masters, of different amounts, so I will take 








£26,249 











The object of these letters was to shew that all the purposes now 
attained by an originating summons can be attained by a slight 
modification of the indorsement on a writ of summons. . 

If it could be brought about that all proceedings: should be 
commenced in one uniform method, without loss of efficrency or extra 
expense, this end would seem to be a very desirable one. Mr. Burney 
says he should not: care for it, but probably few would agree with 
him. I believe thatthe end might be attained by a writ of summons 
with indorsement suitably modified for each class.of cases. I will 
forthe present, however, confine myself to the case of originating | 
summonses. 

Mr. Burney says (impliedly) that a proceeding originated by | 
summons is not an action, and that such proceedings are intended to 
beconducted wholly in chambers. But such a proceeding has been 
expressly held to be an action, and many such summonses are heard 
m court, 

Now, what are the special advantages of an originating summons ? 
I take them to bo mainly, if not exclusively (1) the absence of plead- 
ings in a class of casos where pleadings are not required, (2) the 
immediate recourse to chambers, I claim that these advantages can 
be secured by a slight modification inthe indorsement of the writ by 
adding, in the class of cages to which originating summonses are now 
applicable, (1) a notice that pleadings are not to be delivered without 
order, (2) that the defendant is to attend in chambers on a day 

specified, I do not consider that any “ appointment form” or 
ordinary summons ix necessary in addition to the writ, 

The writ should take the place of the originating summons, wholly 
and entirely, Tho indorsement will thon run : 7 
“The plaintiff's claim is, &e, 








amounted on an average to £32,215 per annum, shewing annual profit 
after payment of their salaries and the salaries of their rat 
between £9,000 and £10,000 per annum, the Government would take 


|The Attorney-General said “ he should take care that this point was 


£900 a year for the salaries of the two clerks of each 


of the seven masters 6,300 





£16,800 


£9,449 


Total deductions... en = 


Total approximate annual profit during these six years 

It will be remembered that after much correspondence in the Times 
and all the law papers, extending from 1877 to IS78, Mr. Davidson 
was early in the latter year appointed an additional taxing master, 
making the eighth. I took an active part in that correspondence, 
feeling that the appointmentjwas much needed; and I used then, as 


| now, the same arguments in favour of the appointment, viz., that it 


would cost the country nothing, bat would increase the profit made 
every year in the offices of the Chancery taxing masters, which was 
even then large. The appointment had the effect I said it woull 
have, as the following incident shews. 

Some time before the Long Vacation of 1886, eight years after the 
eighth master, Mr. Davidson, had been appointed, Mr. Bartley, M.P., 
asked the then Attorney-General, in the House of Commons, 
‘whether, having regard to the additional powers and responsibility 
conferred on and vested in the eight Chancery taxing masters by 
order 65 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1885, and the Rales of 
December, 1885, and to the fact that the fees earned by them 


s of 
under their consideration the propriety of appiatiog an additional 


taxing master, making the ninth, thas completing the number con- 
templated and provided for by seotion 3 of 3 & 6 Viet. o 108" 
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submitted to the Lord Chancellor.’’ At present, owing to the retire- 

ment of Mr. Buckley, there are only six Chancery taxing masters. 

Does it not seem more than unreasonable that there should be even 

the semblance of a desire not to appoint a successor to Mr. Buckley ? 

That the appointment is not yet made gives it that resemblance or 

aspect. JAMES RAWLINSON. 
Upper Holloway, N., Feb. 26. 





COUNSEL AND SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—It was reported in {the daily Press the other day that Mr. 
Baron Pollock allowed the counsel engaged in an election petition 
trial to see a communication he had received in connection with the 
petition, but refused to allow the solicitors engaged to see the 
same. 

One would like to know why solicitors instructing counsel, 
responsible to clients, and having the conduct of the proceedings, 
should be treated so invidiously and cavalierly as they are sometimes 
by the bench. 

Has the refusal in this instance any reason to ground it ? 


HARVEY CLIFTON. 
{ 8, New-inn, W.C., February 26th. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CHILLINGWORTH v. CHAMBERS—No. 2, 20th February. 


Tavstse—Breacu or Tacvst—Tavustee A Bengrictany—InpemnNity—RIGut 
To ContrisvTion Frou Co-TRUSsTEE. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (reported 44 W. R. 
32). The plaintiff, R. J. Chillingworth, and the defendant, Chambers, 
were the trustees and executors of the will of John Wilson, deceased ; and, 
as administrator of his wife, Chillingworth had become entitled to a 
beneficial interest in one-fifth of the estate. The trustees held certain 
fands upon trust to secure an annuity to the testator'’s widow, and subject 
thereto upon trust for the testator’s five children, one of whom was the 
plaintiff's wife. She died in May, 1881, when the plaintiff became 
en‘itled. A sum of £8,650, part of the trust estate, was invested on 
mortgage of certain leasehold houses toa builder named Hughes, part 
before and part after May, 1881. These mortgages were not unauthorized 
and were not of themselves breaches of trust. The securities, however, 
proved insufficient and a loss of £1,580 was sustained on realization. Of 
the lors, £570 was incurred on advances made during the lifetime of the 
plaintiff's wife, and £1,010 on advances made since her death. The chief 
clerk found by his certificate that the whole of the loss of the £1,580 should 
be borne and paid by the plaintiff. North, J., affirmed this decision, fol- 
lowing Evans v. Benyon (37 Ch. D. 329, 36 W. R. Dig. 208). The plaintiff 

and urged that, in so far as he was an innocent trustee and not 

eficiary, he ought not to be put in the same position as a trustee 
particeps criminis. The true principle was that so faras he stood 

or did make a profit he must make good the loss to the trust 
to the extent of his profit. The following cases were referred to : 
v. Ridehalgh (3 W.R. 344,7 D. M. & G. 104), Baynard vy. Woolley 
Beav. 583,4 W. R. Dig. 99), Trafford v. Bochm (3 Atk. 440), Lord 

ford v. Lord Cadogan (17 Ves. 485), Walker v. Symonds (3 Swans. 64), 
v. Booth (1 Beav. 125), Fyler v. Fyler (3 Beav. 550), Sawyer v. Sawyer 
ae 403, 28 Ch. D. 595), Evans ¥. Benyon (37 Ch. D. 329, 36 W. R. 

). 
Cover (Lixpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L JJ.) dismissed the 


\ 


ee hiTH 


pier, L.J., stated the facts and continued :—The plaintiff asserts 
he knew nothing about these loans and repayments until quite lately, 
his counsel contended that the defendant ought to be treated as 
received the trust money himeelf to the extent of at least £1,580, and 
the defendant was in strictness liable to make good the whole of the loss 
the trust estate, but that the plaintiff was content with one- 
not ask for more. (On the evidence, however, I am not 
the plaintiff was so ignorant of these loans and ments 
as he now ssys he was. No hidden scheme on the part of the defendant 
to get the moneys ostensibly for Hughes, but really for himself, is made 
out. Under oe circumstances the repaymente of the defendant's 


lee 


advances cannot be regarded as breaches trust. Hughes was a mere 
borrower of trust money. His liability as the trust money lent to 
him wassimply to repay it with interest. is was settled in Stroud vy. 


a, (26 Beay. 120, 8 W. R. Dig. 85), and Vyse v. Foster (21 W. RK. 207, 
L. B. 8 Ch. 309). He therefore could pay the trust money away after he 
borrowed it to anyone, and no one taking it from him, even with 
notice of the source from which he obtained it, would incur any lability 
to the trustees who lent it or to their cestui que trust. See Butler v. Butler 
26 W. B. 85, 7 Ch. D. 116,119), where the liability of persons dealing with 
ere of trust property is discussed, It is impossible, therefore, to treat 

the defendant us liable to make good the whole or even half of the loss on any 
such as that to which I am now referring. But, a) h the 
defendant is not bound to indemnify the plaintiff against the whole loss, 
it bas to be considered whether the plaintiff is not bound to indemnify 








=== 
the defendant. I am not now alluding to the plaintiff as a cesiy w 
trust. I will consider his position in that character presently, | g, 
regarding him simply asa co-trustee. It sometimes occurs, though ny 
often, that one co-trustee ie bound to indemnify the other against all jog 
Whether he is or is not depends on what is just as between the two, gj 
this depends on what they have respectively done (see Bahin vy. F, 
(34 W. R. 311, 31 Ch. D. 390), and the cases there cited). Now, in tj, 
resent case the improper investment which led to the loss was made, » 
ar as the plaintiff was concerned, in order to obtain a high ratey 
interest for the benefit of his own wife so long as she lived, and for th, 
benefit of the plaintiff himself after her death. If, then, the defenday 
had not been interested in procuring advances for Hughes, it woujj 
require consideration hefore holding it to be just as between the plaintis 
and the defendant to throw any part of the loss upon the defendant, }) 
the case supposed the defendant would have strong grounds for cg. 
tending that he was entitled to be indemnified against all loss byt, 
laintiff. It is, however, unnecessary to decide how this would hay, 
~—s because, although no such scheme on the part of the defendant q 
I have before alluded to is proved, yet it is proved that the defendant wy 
interested in keeping Hughes afloat and in facilitating borrowing ly 
him, and I cannot avoid the conclusion that the plaintiff and the defey. 
dant, for personal reasons of their own, although for different ends, wer 
both ready to run risks which as trustees they ought not to have run, and 
were too es in seeing after the sufficiency of the securities they took. As 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, therefore, if the plaintiff hadn 
beneficial interest in the estate, the ordinary right of one trustee to om. 
tribution from his co-trustee would exist. Having arrived at this concly. 
sion, it is necessary to consider what the effect is of the circumstance that 
the plaintiff became entitled to his wife’s one-fifth share in the trust estaty 
when she died. The plaintiff contends that if two trustees are jointly ani 
severally liable to make good a breach of trust, andas between themselves 
in pari delicto, they are as between themselves entitled to contribution 80 a 
to equalize the loss to which both are equally liable. The plaintiff furthe 
contends that the fact thaton the death of his wife he became beneficially 
entitled to a share of the trust property does not deprive him of his right 
to contribution from his co-trustee. On the other d, it is contended 
by the defendant that a cestui que trust who concurs or acquiesces in a breach 
of trust cannot obtain any relief against his co-trustee. The defendant 
further contends that this principle applies not only when the cestui gw 
trust is not himself a trustee, but also when he is; and that the sam 
inciple applies even although the person filling both characters does not 
Coan a cestui que trust until after the breach of trust has been committed. 
North, J., in his judgment, first pointed out that as between the bene 
ficiaries the plaintiff's share was primarily applicable and had properly 
been applied to make good the loss arising from the breach of trust, and 
then he held, on the authority of Evans v. Benyon (ubi supra) that th 
plaintiff was precluded from throwing any part of that loss on the defea- 
dant. Evans v. Benyon, however, was not a case of co-trustees at all. 
The court did decide that a person who instigated a breach of trust could 
not, when he himself became a beneficiary, compel the trustees to make 
good the loss occasioned by such breach. It is therefore an authority 
for saying that if the plaintiff had not been himself a trustee his conduct 
before he became a cestui gue trust would have precluded him from obtaia- 
ing reiief against the defendant in respect of the breach of trust which the 
plaintiff concurred in, as above stated. In order to determine the rights 
of the parties it is necessary to consider—first, the plaintiff’s right in bis 
character of trustee against the defendant ; and, secondly, the defendant's 
right against the plaintiff in his character of cestui que trust. To the extent 
to which the plaintiff's —_ as trustee is neutralized by his obligation 
as ‘cestui que trust he will have no right to contribution. But, except » 
far as it is thus neutralized, his right to contribution will remais. 
In other words, if the plaintiff as trustee is entitled to throw half the low 
on the defendant, and if, on the other hand, the defendant is protected 
against any claim of the plaintiff in respect of his share of the trust estate, 
then, as that share exceeds half the loss, the plaintiff will not be entitled 
to anything from the defendant, and must bear the whole loss which he 
bas sustained. On the other hand, if the plaintiff as cestui que trust is not 
recluded from recovering from the defendant so much as one-half the 
oss, the plaintiff’s right as co-trustee to contribution from the defendant 
will still be enforceable for the excess. This, in my opinion, is how the 
conflicting righte of the two parties have to be adjusted, and it only 
remains to work them out. The plaintiff and the defendant being in pari 
delicto, the plaintiff's right as trustee to contribution from the defendant 
as co-trustee to the extent of one-half the loss is established by a long 
series of authorities, of which it is only necessary to mention Lingardy. 
Bromley (1 V. & B. 114) and Bahin v. Hughes * supra). On the other 
hand, the right of the defendant as trustee to indemnified out of the 
share of the plaintiff as cestwi que trust against the uences of a 
of trust committed at his request and for his benefit is equally indispat- 
able. It was treated by Lord Eldon as clear law in his day that a cot# 
que trust who concurs in a breach of trust is not entitled to relief 
his co-trustee in res of it, See Walker v. Symegnde (ubi supra). Mr. 
Lewin’s work (8th edition, p. 918) many other authorities will be found 
to the same effect, and Lord Eldon’s statement of the law we 
distinctly approved and followed in Farrant y. Blanchford (il 
W. RB. 294, 1 De G. J. & Sm. 107), Moreover, as alread 
pointed out, it was decided in Evans v. Benyon (ubi supra) that 
doctrine applies to a person who becomes a cestui que trust after his con- 
currence. Wurther, in Butler v. Carter (16 W. R, 388, L. R. 5 Eq. 276), 
Lord Romilly stated distinctly that where one of two trustees was himself 
a cestui que trust he could not call upon his co-trustee to replace stock 
which they had both permitted to be ee (see 56 Eq. 281). These 
cases are all based on obvious good sense ; for if I request a person to desl 
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with my property in a particular way and loss ensues, I cannot justly | 


throw that loss on him. Whatever our liabilities may be to other people, 

gill, as between him and me, the loss clearly ought to fall on me. 

Whether I am solely entitled to the property or have only a share or a 

limited interest, still the loss which I sustain in respect of my share or 

interest must clearly be borne by me, not by him. This rule is eminently 
ust in such a case as this, in which the plaintiff who seeks relief has 

concurred in a long series of breaches of trust, and has since he became a 

estui que trust confirmed all the breaches of trust which he and the 

defendant committed at an earlier period. The plaintiff contended, on 
the authority of Raby v. Ridehalgh (ubi supra), that the plaiutiff's liability as 
cesiui que trust to indemnify the defendant, and the extent of the plain- 
tiffs inability to obtain relief against the defendant, was limited 
not by the amount of the plaintiff’s share in the trust estate, but by the 
penefit derived by the plaintiff from the breach of trust. But I do not 
understand Raby v. Ridehalgh (ubi supra) to go as far as this. The 
uestion there was to what extent two tenants for life were bound to 

Ejemnity their trustees in respect of certain breaches of trust. 

The master found that the tenants for life had benefited by 

these breaches, and had requested the trustees to invest the trust 

money on mortgage, but that the two tenants for life had not 
instigated or authorized the particular investments which led to the 
loss which the trustees were ordered to make good. ‘The Vice-Chancellor 
held each of the tenants for life personally liable for the whole loss. The 

Court of Appeal corrected this, and decided—first, that the liability of 
the tenants for life was not a personal liability to indemnify the trustees, 
but was confined tothe beneficial interests of the tenants for life; and the 
court decided, secondly, that the liability of the tenants for life was 
limited to the amounts they had respectively received, and did not extend 
to what other tenants for life had received nor to what the trustees had 
not paid over toany one. ‘This, under the circumstances of that case, 
was quite right, The whole of the life interests of the tenants for life 
were, however, charged with the repayment of what they wero held 
liable for. In varying the order appealed from the Court of Appeal 
treated the corrections which it made as formal rather than substantial, 
and I do not understand the decision to go further than I have stated: nor 
is there any reason to suppose that the doctrine laid down by Lord Eldon 
was in any way considered incorrect. Supposea cestui que trust in remain- 
der to induce his trustees to commit a breach of trust for the benefit of 
the tenant for life—perhaps his own father or mother—can such remainder- 
man compel the trustees to make good the loss or resist their claim to have 
it made good out of his interest when it falls in, if some other cestui que 
irust compels them to make the loss good? I apprehend not; and yet in 
the case supposed the cestui que trust in remainder might not himseif have 
derived any benefit at all from the breach of trust. The sixth section of 
the Trustee Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 59), appears to be based on this 
view of the law, and under that section (if it applied) it would, in my 
opinion, be just to impound the whole of the plaintiff's beneficial interest 
to indemnify the defendant. On these grounds I am of opinion that the 
decision appealed from is right, and that the appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. 

Kay, L.J., after reviewing the facts and a long series of somewhat 
conflicting decisions, continued :—-Here we have a plaiutiff who was trustee 
and also cestui que trust as to one-fifth of the property, and if the case of 
Raby v. Ridehalgh (ubi supra) applies, it follows that he is not estopped by 
his concurrence in the breach of trust from claiming contribution. But 
as cestui que trust he is prevented from requiring the co-trustee to make 
good any loss sustained by him in that character. The loss he seeks to 
make his co-trustee share is not the loss of his one-fifth share as cestui que 
trust, but the amount he has had to pay as trustee to recoup the 
deficiency of the trust estate. If he is primarily liable to the extent of 
his one-fifth share, this claim must fail. If liable only to the amount of 
the benefit received from the imprcper investment, the balance of the 
loss after deducting that amount must be shared by himself and his co- 
trustee. On the whole I think that the weight of authority is in favour 
of holding that a trustee who, being also cestwi que trust, bas derived as 
between himself and his co- trustee an exclusive benefit by the breach of 
trust, must indemnify his co-trustee to the extent of his interest in the 
trust fund, and not merely to the extent of the benefit which he has 
received. I think that the plaintiff must be treated as having received 
such an exclusive benefit. I am of opinion, for these reasons, that the 
plaintiff’s action fails, and that the appeal must be dismissed. It is said 
that section 6 of the Trustee Act, 1888, does not apply to this case—I 
suppose because this proceeding was pending at the ing of that Act. 
The statute does not define the extent of the liability of a concurring 
beneficiary; the 6th section is rather addressed to describe the case in 
which the court may, if it shall think fit, impound all or any part of the 
interest of the beneficiary by way of indemnity to the trustee, and also to 
— that consent of a beneficiary for this purpose must be given in 

g. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal dis- 
missed.— Counser, Warmington, Q.C., and Arnold Statham; Swinfen 
Eady, Q.C., and Teblutt. Soxricrrors, Brown, Sons, ¢ Vurdy; Bramall 
White, § Saunders. , . 


[Reported by W. Suaticross Goppanp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
STAPLES », THE EASTMAN PHOTOGRAPHIC MATERIALS C0,—Chitty, 
J., 21st February. 
Company —Memonanpum or Assoctration—Drvipenns “ ovr or THE Prorrrs 
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or gAcH Year at” tHe Specrrrep Rate “ per Annum ’’—OvumvuLative 
on NoN-CUMULATIVE. 


By the memorandum of association of the defendant company, which 
was incorporated in November, 1889, it was provided (clause 5) as follows : 
‘‘The capital of the company is £150,000, divided into 10,000 ordinary 
shares of £10 each and 5,000 preference shares of £10 each. The holders 
of preference shares shall be entitled out of the net profits of each year to 
a preference dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum on the 
amount for the time being paid or deemed to be paid up thereon. After 
payment of such preferential dividend the holders of ordinary shares shall 
be entitled to a like dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum on the 
amount paid or deemed to be paid on such ordinary shares; subject as 
aforesaid the preference and ordinary shares shall rank equally for 
dividend.’’ Since the incorporation of the company some new ordinary 
shares had been issued. For the years 1892, 1893, and 1894 less than a 
dividend of 10 per cent. had been paid on the preference shares and no 
dividend on the ordinary shares. he plaintiff, who was the holder of 
preference shares, stated that for the year 1895 the directors of the com- 
pany proposed to pay a full dividend of 10 per cent. on the preference 
shares and also a dividend on the ordinary s , and he claimed that 
upon the true construction of the memorandum of association the divi- 
dends on the preference shares were cumulative. 

Currry, J.—The question is whetber the preference shareholders are 
entitled to a cumulative or non-cumulative dividend. Mr. Palmer’s 
Precedents have been referred to (vol. 1, p. 395, at top, 6th ed.), but it is 
plain that an unambiguous clause could have been drawn. The point 
turns on the construction of the clause here, and has been ably argued on 
both sides. There is nothing in the articles worth mentioning, and I 
pass to the 5th clause of the memorandum of association, which is in- 
tended to define the rights of the shareholders. ‘There are two classes of 
shareholders, and the second appears to have a right to a like dividend 
with the first at the rate of £10 cent. per annum. If the words had 
stood ‘‘ holders of preference shares be entitled to a erence 
dividend at the rate of £10 per cent. per annum,”’ they would have been 
free from ambiguity. It was said for the defendants that the words “ out 
of the net profits of each year” shew that each year was looked at 
separately, and confine the right of the preference shares to the profits of 
each particular year. There are no words like those “‘for such year” 
ag Do ona in Mr. —— a or the clause och —_ = 3 

r. Latham argues that though the years may y t wit 
when the profits are made up, yet when the accounts are made up for 
each year the preference shareholders may demand all their divid at 
the rate of 10 per cent. annum. This nearly deprives the words “‘ each 
year ’’ of all effect. ButI think there is not enough in the expression 
‘Sout of the net profits of each year’’ to cut down the rights of the 
preference shareholders to a dividend out of the profits for that year. As 
to the subsequent clause, ‘‘ after payment,”’ &c., that, Mr. Latham says, 
and I think primé facie correctly, leaves the clause just as it was, there is 
to be some other operation which does not affect the ises. Mr. 
Levett contended thut it was monstrous or absurd to give ordinary share- 
holders a cumulative dividend. But I do not see that it is so on this 
clause. If the first dividend is cumulative, so is the second. The 
shareholders have a right to have the £10 per cent. made up for a past 
year and £10 per cent. on the current year before the clause for equal 
division takes effect. That follows from Mr. Latham’s argument. I 
very little assistance from the cases. The metaphor used by Knight 
Bruce, L.J., in Henry v. Great Northern Railway Co. (1 De G. & J. 606, 
643) does not shew, to follow its terms, that the preference shareholders 
are confined to the vintage of each year. They are entitled to have their 
‘tun of wine’? out of the vineyard, and not out of a particular vintage. 
The preference shareholders are therefore entitled to a cumulative prefer- 
ence and to succeed on this motion.—Counsai, Latham, Q.C., and Gaisy ; 
Tevett, Q.C., and Kerby; C. Lyttelton Chubb. Soxrcrrors, Young ¢ Sons ; 
Kerly, Son, § Verden; Barraud, Regge, $ Jupp. 

(Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law.} 


SANGUINETTI v. STUCKEY’S BANK (2)—Chitty, J., 19th February. 
Morreaca—Banxruptrcy—Pracrice—ForecLosuRB—AssBssep VALUE OF 

Securiry—JupemEent, Form or—Rieut ro Repeew arrsn Common 

Onper. 

This was a summons by one Denman, a defendant in the above action, 
to set aside or vary the chief clerk’s certificate. The above action was a 
foreclosure action, instituted in January, 1888, and a foreclosure judgmen’ 
was made in December, 1894 (reported on one point 45 W. R. 154; 
1 Ch. 176). The ap t was the trustee in bankruptcy of the mort- 
gpa, ok SO Oe ee ee redeem on ment of £2,400. 

© 


i in 1885, oa the 
ued his security 


— 
Be 


receiving o 
petition of the plaintiff in the above 
which consisted of the mortgagor's 
£2,400. Shortly after the institution of the above action a receiver was 
appointed in the action, and in December, 1894, there were funds in 
court, re ating accumulations of the mortgaged property, amounting 
to £4,800. The foreclosure judgment directed the usual account to be 
taken of what was due to the plaineit ——_ and interest, after giving 
credit for the sum the — had ved out of court under the 
ment schedule ; and under the payment schedule the tiff out 
of the £4,800 the sum of £3,528. It was now con for the applicant 
that it was open to him to make his claim to redeem on the footing of the 
valuation put on the seourity mm the proceedings, on the taking 
of the account in chambers, ee 


F 





the 
ing, and Knowles ¥. Didds (87 W. R. 378), and the 
echedule 2, rr, 11, 12 (a), were referred to. It was gontre 
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-96 
the application was wrong, and could not be entertained now, and refer- 
ence was made to rule 13 in the above schedule, and Ez parte Norris, Le 
Sadler (35 W. R. 19, 17 Q. B. D. 728). 


Currry, J., said that the order in the foreclosure action, which was | 


arranged by counsel with reference to certain payments to be made to the 
trustee in bankruptcy in respect of his services and the like, was in 
substance an agreed order. The order in other respects was in common 
form. But a special question having been raised as to the rate of interest 
the court decided that. The question that had been raised by the 
summons clearly might have been raised, and ought to have been raised, 
at the trial. The account directed was in the common form for principal and 
interest, and if there was any special: matter affecting the account there 
should have been 2 declaration directing the chief clerk, who was only 
taking an ordinary account as it appeared, to have regard to some 
particular circumstances and facts. Theccntention that the applicant was 


entitled to redeem now for £2,400 was wholly inconsistent with the judg- | 


ment itself, on the face of which the plaintiff got £3,528. The point was 
not raised at the trial, and if it had been there would have been a declara- 
tion limiting the account by some words like ‘‘ regard being had to the 
plaintiff having valued his security in baukrupicy at £2,400.’’ His lord- 
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| share “‘ which their, his, or her parent would have taken if he or she had 
attained a vested interest.’’ That treats the children as in certain events 
not being entitled to a ‘‘ vested interest.’ The word “‘ vested” " 
facie means ‘‘ vested in interest,’’ but by force of a context it may haye, 
| different meaning, such as ‘‘ vested in possession’’ or “ indef 
| vested’’ or ‘‘ payable”: Berkeley v. Swinburne (16 Sim. 275), Taylor y 
| Frobisher (5 De G. & Sm. 191). But to give the word a different ing 
| from its ordinary one a context is uired, and I cannot find any gug, 
context here.. The whole will is quite intelligible if the word is given j, 
| primary and ordinary meaning. In support of the contention that th 
| Shares vested at the death of the testator, reliance was placed on thy 
|} maintenance clause ; on the other hand it was pointed out that the clay 
| only applies during the minority of the children, while the shares are ny 
| payable until twenty-five, and there was no gift of the interest betwee 
| twenty-one and twenty-five. If that were the true construction, it wou 
no doubt be fatal to the contention; but the ‘‘ minority” primd fai 
means “‘ under twenty-one’’; it may from the context have a wide 
meaning, and might mean ‘‘ under twenty-five.’’ I am not satisfied thg 
| there is sufficient here to enable me to hold that it means in this cay 
| ‘under twenty-five,” but I do not decide the point on that ground, 


| 
| 
| 
| 


ship would be inflicting on mortgagees a great injury by acceding to the | because | think that the language of the maintenance clause, when taken 
contention. The mortgagee got the benefit of an order that an account | 2 conjunction with the preceding words of the will, is not such that it 
was to be taken of what was due on the mortgage, and there was nothing .| Ought to be regarded as shewing an intention on the part of the testator 


on the face of the order to cut it down. The object of the account was 
to find out what was justly due, and in taking the account the mortgagor 


could always show what he had paid on account of either principal or | 


interesi. His lordship did not agree, and there was no precedent for it, 
that a defence of that kind, which was not brought forward at the right 
time, could be brought forward during the mechanical eperation of taking 
an ordinary account. It was too late after the judgment had gone for 
the defendant Denman to raise that defence. His lordship, being also 
of opinion on the evidence that the question was not raised till after the 
certificate had gone, decided against the application on this technical 
ground as well as on the merits.—Cotnser, Farwell, Q.C., H. Reed, Q.C., 
and Fossett Loci Leveti, Q.C., and George Henderson. Sowicttors, Row- 
cliffes, Rawle, & (o., for J. Trevor Davies, Sherborne, Dorset; Richard 
Purher. 





Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re STEVENS, CLARK r. STEVENS—Stirling, J., 20th February. 


Wui—Bravest tro a Crass—Vestep or Contincent Girt—Periop o1 


ASCERTAINMENT op CLass—REMOTENESS. 


This was an originating summons taken out by the executors and 
trustees of the will of S. J. Stevens to determine whether the limitations 
contained in the said will in favour of the children of the defendant Kate 
Stevens (in the will called Kate Stewart) and the limitations subject 
thereto were to any and, if any, what extent void for remoteness. Th 
testator made his will on the 25th of April, 1894, and died on the 20th of 
March, 1895. By his said will, after making divers bequests not material 
to be here set out, he gave all the residue of his property to his executors 
and trustees upon trust to sell, convert, and invest the same as therein 
directed, and to stand possessed of the trust premises upon trust to pay 
thereout £200 per annum to the said Kate Stewart during her life or until 

e lage without power of anticipation ; and, subject to such payment, 
to hold the residue upon trust for such of the said Kate Stewart's children, 
as being a soh or-sons should attafif the age of twenty-five years, or being 
a daughter or daughters should attain that age or marry under that age, 
in equal shares as tenants in common; but if there should be only one 
such child the whole to that one. And the testator declared that if any 
child of the said Kate Stewart should die before attaining a vested interest | 
and should leave i such issue should take the share 6fhé Child so 
dying. The will contained powers to the trustees or trustee thereof to 
apply the whole or any part of the income of the expectant share of any 
child who if twenty-five years of age would be entitled in possession to 
such share, during the minority of such child, for his or her maintenance 
and education, with the usual directions as to the accumulation and ap- 
plication of surplus income not so applied. The shares of the daughters 
of Mrs. Stewart were to be held upon trust for the said daughters and 
their respective husbands and children as therein directed, and in default 
of children were to fall into residue. Upon the failure of all the above- 
mentioned trusts the testator gave the residue of his property to his 
brother Lionel Stevens, with a gift over to the children of his said brother 
im case he, the brother, should then be dead. The said Kate Stewart was 
im fact the lawinl wife of the testator, by whom she had four children, all 














| that the beneficiaries were to take other than contingent interests. I rely 

on the fact that in the clause the shares of the children under twenty-fiye 
are spoken of as “‘ expectant shares,’’ and that the accumulation of surplas 
incomes are made applicable for the maintenance of ‘‘ any person for 
| the time being presumptively entitled,’’ and that, taken with the words 
of the preceding gift and the language of the whole will, shews that the 
testator did not treat the children as having vested interests at his death, 
If authority be required for this conclusion, I refer to Dewar v. Brooke 
| (14 Ch. D. 529). I think therefore that the children of Mr. Stevens did 
| not take vested interests at the death of the testator. The question the 
| is, At what time is the class to be ascertained? The giftis to the childrm 
of Mrs. “‘ Stewart,’’ and she under the will takes an annuity during her 
| life, or until her second marriage. She was, in fact, the wife of th 
| testator, and it was said that the children referred to in the will must be 
| his children by her, because it would be extraordinary that he should pn. 
| vide for her children by a second marriage, when he did not provide for 
| her herself after the happening of that event. The words, however, appear 
| to me to be quite plain, and I think that even if the testator had treated 
the lady as his wife the class could not have been confined to his children 
by her, and still less could it be so when he does not recognize her in her 
true character, but on the face of the will treats her and her children » 
strangers to himself. I think therefore that the gift includes the children 
of Mrs. Stevens by a second marriage, and the period at which the class 
must be ascertained would for the reasons given in Mervin v. Crossman, be 
when the first child of Mrs. Stevens attains twenty-five, and consequently 
the gift is void for remoteness. In opposition to this view the cases of 
Elliott v. Elliott (12 Sim. 275), and Re Coppard’s Estate (35 Ch. D. 350), 
were relied on. Both were cited in Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, and are 
dealt with in the judgment there, and I desire to add only this remark. I 
wish to point out that the decision and judgment in Elliott v. Filiott 
depended upon the language of the will under consideration there, and I 
think that Re Coppard’s Estate I attached perhaps greater weight to it 
than I am now prepared to do, and I ought not to have gone further than 
I did in Re Mervin, Mervin v. Crossman, or than I do now. I did not in 
Coppard’s Estate intend tv go beyond Elliott v. Elliott, and so far as it does 
go beyond Lilictt v. Elliott it ought not, I think, tobe followed. The ques 
tion then arises whether the gift over takes effect. It is said that as the 
gift in favour of Mrs. Stewart’s children fails for remoteness, the gift over 
arises. I think, however, that the cases of Beard v. Westcott (5 B. & All. 
801) and Monypenny v. Dering (2 De G. M. & G. 145) govern the present 
case, and that the failure spoken of is a failure by reason of there being m0 
persons to take under the trusts referred to, and that the limitation over 
following limitations void for perpetuity fails, as well as those prior to i. 
The result is that, except as to the annuity given to Mrs. Stevens, there is 
an intestacy.—Counsu., E. Beaumont ; Hastings, Q.C., and Butcher ; Buck 
ley, Q.C., and Yate Lee; (urdon. Souscrrors, Fladgate & Co. ; Coprom, 
Dalton, Hitchins, § Brabant. 


Reported by Anrruur Monroy, Barrister-at-Law e 


COLLINSON v. JEFFREY—Kekewich, J., 21st February. 
Practice—Repemrtion Action—Oiuper To Pay mto Covrr—Devravit @ 





born in wedlock and all still living. The eldest child was 4 son, and was 
born im 1642. The testator’s property incinded real as well as personal | 
eats. 

Brretiss, J., stated the facts 2 above, and omtinued :—The question is 
whether the gifts in the will, having regard to the fact that there are no 
ome of Mrs. Mtetens who have attained twenty-five and no daughters who 
have attained twenty-five or married, are too remote. I have already, 
is Be Mervin, Mervin +. Croaemen (1991, 2 Ch. 197), stated the general prin- 
Ciples of law applicable to cases of this kind. I adhere to what I there 
ontd, and do nt repeat it. The firet question is whether, upon the true 
comaraction A the will, irrerpective of the rule against perpetuitics, the 
Cilldren A Mire. Gtevens take vested or contingent interests. The truste | 
ave for wich of the children 2a being males or 2 male shall attain the age | 
A twenty-five years, or being femmaice or 2 female shall attain that age or 
muarry uniler that age. It is a gift to 2 clases, and no child is a member of | 
thet ass unless he or whe attaina twenty-five, or if a daughter marries 
wmiler that age. The Claes, therefore, ia 4 comtingent clases. The testator 
them went on to say that the leone of any decease) child should take the 








Payment 1s—Payaent tn avter Time Sprorrrep— Extension or Tot, 

This was a motion in a redemption action asking for extension of time 
with respect to an order for payment into court. By an order of the 
Court of Appeal, dated the 6th of November, 1895, it was ordered ‘thet 


| the plaintiffs or some one of them be at liberty to make the lodgment int 
| court of £420,” and it was aleo ordered “‘ that in default of such lodg- 
| ment within two months from the date of this order the action be dir 


missed with costs to be paid to the defendant by the plaintiffs.’’ On the 
8th of February, 1896, the deferdant’s solicitor wrote to the plaintiff 
solicitors saying that, as the plaintiffshad made default by not paying the 
£420 into court, the action stood dismissed with costs. The plaintiff 
solicitors replied that the £420 had been paid into court (as was the fact 
on the 6th of February, 1896. After further correspondence, the plaintifi” 


| sulicitors gave notice of motion for an extension of time in order —- 


right the accidental omission to pay in the £420 within the time prescri 

by the order of the Court of Appeal. No application to dismiss the 
action had been made by the defendant. ‘The plaintiffs contended that # 
the delay in payment in had occurred owing to a bond fide mistake ® 


the cou 


B.F.J 
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————— 
ing that time began to run only from the 17th of December, 1895, 
was the date on which the order was passed and entered, and not 
from the 6th of November, the date of the order itself, and that as the 
money had now been paid into court and the defendant had the security 
he had bargained for, it was acase in which the court might properly 
by way of indulgence grant relief ; while the defendant, on the other hand, 
sontended that the action was dead, and that the court had therefore no 
to make any order on the motion. The following cases were cited 
jnsupport of the latter contention: Whistler v. Hancock (26 W. R. 211, 3 
QB. D. 83), King v. Davenport (27 W.R. 798, 4 Q. B. D. 402), Script 
Phonography Co. v. Gregg (59 L. J. Ch. 406, 38 W. R. Dig. 160), Novosielski 
y, Wakefield (17 Vesey, at p. 418), Faulkner v. Bolton (7 Simon 319). 
Kexewicn, J., said there was a phrase of which the late Knight-Bruce, 
LJ. was very fond, ‘‘a slip in the office,” and that the Lord Justice, 
where such a slip had occurred, always attempted, if it was an honest one, 
to assist the applicant for relief therefrom. His lordship was convinced 
that in the present case there had been a “‘ slip in the office,” and that it 
was an honest though a very stupid one, as the order was perfectly clear. 
Though the money had not been paid into court until too late, the de- 
jendant had now the security for which he bargained, and it. was, in his 
jordship’s opinion, a case in which the court ought, if possible, to grant 
relief. Mr. Lemon had argued that the court had no jurisdiction because 
the action was dead, and if that were so without doubt it was true that 
the court could not grant relief. But that was not so. The action was 
not dead, it was only comatose or moribund; the final stroke of an 
application to dismiss the action, not having been delivered. In all the 
cases in the Queen’s Bench Division which had been cited there had been, 
in his lordship’s opinion, a final and peremptory order that the applicant 
should take certain steps within a certain time, and in default of his doing 
so that the action should be dismissed, thus fixing the time that was to 
put an end to litigation, the only question between the parties being 
whether the applicant should have more time.in which to contest his 
opponent’s right. ‘That practice, however, had never been applied where 
the question was one of payment of money into court as security in a 
redemption action ; and, though there was a difficulty in dealing with the 
question after the time for payment of money into court had expired, it 
had never been the practice to treat the action as dead until an applica- 
tion to dismiss’ the action had been heard. It was true that there was a 
special form sometimes made use of in such cases that on failure to do 
certain acts within a specified time the action should be dismissed ‘‘ with- 
out further order,’’ but those words had not been inserted in the present 
order. His lordship therefore granted an extension of time in terms of 
the notice of motion, but said that, as it was an indulgence on the part of 
the court, the applicants must pay the costs of the application.—CovnseEL, 
Warrington, Q.C., and C. Johnston Edwards; W. G. Lemon. Soxtcrrors, 
B. F. M. Ryan ; Hepburn, Son, § Cutcliffe. 
Reported by C. C. Hznsiey, Barrister-at-Law. | 








Winding-up Cases. 


Re LAND SECURITIES CO. (LIM.) — Vaughan Williams, J., 20th 
February. 


vup—Scugeme or ARRANGEMENT—CONSTRUCTION OF 
Scurme—‘* Drscount,’? MEANING or. 


A scheme of arrangement and compromise with creditors, containing the 
following clauses, was sanctioned by the court: (1) ‘‘That in addition to 
the call of £10 per share already made by the liquidator, a cal! be made for 
the remainder of the uncalled capital—viz., £25 per share.” (2) ‘‘ That 
subject to a power—to be exercised by the liquidator with the consent of 
the committee of inspection referred to hereafter, but without further 
leave of the court—to postpone or remit any of the instalments (but so 
that no postponement or remission be made to the shareholders except as 
4 whole) such order shall be payable as follows : [then followed the dates 
When the instalments were to be paid.| But on default in payment of 
any instalment all succeeding instalments to become immediately pay- 
able,” (3) “That an option be given to every shareholder to pay up the 
total calls, or any portion thereof, in the order of due date, under dis- 
count at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum, the instalments being taken 
a8 payable at the above dates.’”’ A question was raised by a shareholder 
as to the meaning of the word ‘‘ discount’ in clause 3. The shareholder 
was the holder of 3,500 shares in the company of £50 each, on which £25 
had been paid prior to the liquidation, leaving a balance of £25 to be 
called up in instalments as provided by clause 2. The shareholder con- 
tended that the word ‘‘ discount’’ meant discount at the rate of £4 per 
cent, per annum on the total amount of each instalment as it became due. 
The liquidator contended that true discount should be allowed—viz., such 
& sum as would bear an amount which at 4 per cent, would produce the 
amount of the instalments of the call when they became due. Thus the 
shareholder would say that discount at 4 per cent. on (say) £100 due at 
the end of three years would be £12, whereas the liquidator put it at 
£10 14s, 3d., inasmuch as £89 5s. 9d., with interest at 4 per cent. per 
annum, would amount to £100 in three years. This was a summons by 
the liquidator for directions as to the construction of clause 3 of the 
scheme, 

Vavonan Wittiams, J., held that the amount to be deducted from pay- 
ments in advance was discount caloulated at 4 per cent. per annum for 
the period anticipated, and not interest at the rate of 4 per cent. per an- 
num. Inthe course of the judgment his lordship said that the scheme 
Wasa scheme of an agreement with creditors, and the question was 
Whether, under {clause 3, the word “djscount ” meant rebate by way of 


Company WHunpINna 


interest or whether it meant true discount. Commercially, the almost 
invariable use of the word was commercial aiscount. But ‘ dis- 
count’? was an equivocal word, which might mean commercial 
discount and might mean true discount. The question here was, What 
did the word mean in the present case? In the circumstances the word 
was capable of two meanings. He should put on it the ing most 
favourable to creditors, not to shareholders. If he had only to decide the 
case upon the popular meaning of the word, he should decide that it meant 
commercial discount. He ought to construe the word as giving equality 
to those shareholders who paid at once and those who paid by instalments. 
—Counset, Kirby ; Younger. Sourcrrors, Ashurst, Morris, & Co. ; Rose & 


Johnson. 
{Reported by V. pr 8. Fowxer, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Qugen’s Bench Division. 
PLETTS (Appellant) v. BEATTIE (Respondent)—22nd February. 


Licenstnc Acts—Orr Licence—Bger Orper ny PostT—APrPRoPRIATION OF 
Goons T THE OrpER AT THE Brewerzv—Payment ON DELIVERY AT 
Cvustomer’s Hovse—Licenstnc Act, 1872, s. 3—Sate or Goons Act, 
1893, s. 18, R. 5. 

This was an appeal by. way of special case from the decision of certain 
justices sitting as a court of summary jurisdiction at the borough of 
Accrington, who had convicted the appellant, Jonathan Pletts, of unlaw- 
fully selling intoxicating liquor at a house where he was not authorized by 
his licence to sell the same, contrary to section 3 of the Licensing Act, 
1872. The material facts set out in the special case were as follow. The 
appellant is a brewer holding a licence for the sale of beer at his house, 
No. 11, Stanley-street, Burnley, to be consumed off the premises. On 
the 21st of June last year Ramsbottom, a traveller in the employment of 
the appellant, called upon Nelson, of 44, Higher Antley-street, Accring- 
ton, a customer, to solicit orders. The traveller took with him a printed 
and stamped postcard, addressed to the appellant at his place of business 
at Burnley, which he read to the customer, telling him that it was 
necessary he should sign it, and that it must be transmitted by post ‘to 
the appellant before the order could be accepted, and that if Pletts appro- 
priated the goods to the contract he must take them. The customer gave 
an order, and the traveller wrote on the card opposite to the words dinner 
ale, ‘‘ six pints.”” The customer signed the postcard and handed it to the 
traveller, who put it into the post office at Accrington. The postcard 
ran: ‘‘ Dear Sir,—Please supply me weekly as under until further notice 
with six pints of Worthington’s dinner ale.”” At the foot of the postcard 
were the words ‘‘I assent to the appropriation by you to this order at 
your brewery of goods of the above description and in a deliverable state.’’ 
On the address side of the card were printed the words “‘ Mr. J. Pletts, 
11, Stanley-street, Burnley.’ No price of the ale was stated on the card, 
but Nelson knew the price from previous transactions. The appellant 
delivered weekly under the order, and his traveller called occasionally on 
the customer to see if there were any changes in the order. Ramsbottom 
delivered the beer in six pint bottles, which were put in the cart in a case 
or coop, and to one of the bottles was attached a label with the words 
‘‘Mr. Nelson, Higher Autley-street, six pints of ale.” On the morning 
of the day of the delivery in question Ramsbottom filled his cart at the 
beng ow. & with the goods necessary to execute the list of orders he had on 
his book, and only liquors in accordance with exch booked orders as were 
on the list were p on the cart. The appellant was summoned at 
Accrington for having unlawfully sold liquor at the customer’s house, 
where he was not licensed to sell the same. The magistrates convicted, 
and from that conviction Pletts appealed. On behalf of the appellant it 
was contended that the bottles of were delivered in pursuance of the 
order on the postcard of the 2lst of June; that there was no contract until 
the postcard was delivered at Burnley and accepted by the appellant there. 
The postcard having been received at Burnley, and the bottles of ale there 
—- and set apart by Pletts with the assent of the customer, as 
evidenced by the footnote on the postcard, the sale took place at Burnley, 
and not at Acc What was done by the appellant was a sufficient 
appropriation, upon that ground the case was distinguishable from 
Pletts v. Campbell (43 W. R. 634; 1895, 2 Q. B. 229). For the respondent 
it was argued that all the material elements of a sale took at the 
customer’s house at Accrington, as the contract was not com) until the 
obligation to pay arose: Teylor v. Jones (1 C. P. D. 87,24 W. R. Dig. 146). 
Delivery at Accrington was a condition precedent to the obligation to pay. 
The postcard was not relied upon by the a t as a continuous order 
until countermanded, because his traveller from time to time on the 
| customer to see if there was any change to be made in the order. More- 
| over, the selection of beer to exeoute the order was not sach a selection 
jat Burnley as constituted an appropriation of the goods ‘to the 
| contract. 

Tux Court (Day, Writs and Warent, JJ.) allowed the being af 
opinion that the sale took place on the licensed premises at y. The 
sale might be complete, although the delivery remained to be armed 
It was sufficient that the substantial elements of the sale took on the 

' licensed premises. The six bottles were set aside for Nelson, labelled, and 

| placed in the cart; and that selection by Metts or his cerrant constituted 

| ® sufficient appropriation of the goods to the contract to — the 
| statute. Conviction quashed.—Counant, Jesepd Meliea, Q.C,, vr. 

Mackensie; Bigham, Q.O., and WW, B, Fer . Sourrrons, L. Ainbwen, 

for Garnett ¢ Jacksen, Burnley, and for Harwerth ¢ Breangdten, Accrington. 





| Reported by Baskine Rei, Rarristerat-Law, } 
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REG. v. BALFOUR—21st February. 


Fravp sy Draecror or Company—Inrerest In Prorsrty Acquirep—Com- 
MISsSION—OCO-DIRECTORS THEREBY DecerveD—Crimuimnat Act—Convicrion 
—Lanceny Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 96), s. 81. 


In, this case a rule nisi had been obtained on behalf of Jabez Spencer 
Balfour calling upon the Crown to shew cause why there should not be a 
new trial on the second count of the indictment, on the ground that there 
‘was no evidence to go to the jury of any criminal offence. In that indict- 
ment Balfour was the only defendant, and the charge was that he, as 
director of the House and Land Investment Trust (Limited), fraudulently 
applied to uses other than those of the said trust various sums of money. 

e Attorney-General, in shewing cause against the rule, said that Bal- 
four was indicted under section 81 of the Larceny Act, 1861, which pro- 
vided that if a director ofa public company should fraudulently apply to 
his own use or benefit the property of such company he should be hable, 
on conviction, to any term of punishment the court thought fit. Thecase 
— at the trial was in substance this: That to a sum of £57,000 which 

obbs & Co. were to give for the Whitehall Court property (the money 
for which was to be advanced by the House and Lands Investment Trust) 
there was added corruptly by Balfour and a solicitor named Wright a sum 
of £20,000 ; that when the £77,000 was paid, £20,000 was paid into the 
account of Wright, and afterwards secretly divided between. Wright and 
Balfour. Having reviewed the evidence given at the trial at great length, 
the Attorney-General submitted that there was ample evidence of fraud to 

to the jury in support of the count, and therefore that the rule should 
e discharged. Counsel in supporting the rule contended that there 
‘was no evidence to go tothe jury of any criminal act, and therefore that 
the rule for a new trial should be made absolute. Balfour had admitted 
all through the proceedings that out of the £20,000 added as commission 
he received £7,500, and the only question was whether he took that money 
under circumstances which would sup 
that this sum had been contracted to id by Hobbs & Co. as commis- 
sion for services rendered under their seal and was known to every one of 
Balfour’s co-directors, and he submitted that Balfour had a right to that 
commission. There was nothing per se illegal in a director stipulating 
for a commission ; it only became so if his co-directors had no knowledge 
of the fact, and were thereby deceived. The jury were asked to say 
whether Balfour’s co-directors were aware that this sum had been added 
to the purchase price or not, and they decided that they were not cogni- 
zant of the fact: None of his co-directors, however, were called to give 
evidence’ on that point; and he submitted that the commission was 
arranged for with their full knowledge and consent. The case of 
Cavendish-Bentinck v. Fenn (36 W.R. 641,12 App. Cas. 652) decided that if 
the directors of a company were not deceived then the taking of a commis- 
sion by a director in connection with the sale of a company in which he 
‘was interested to his own company was not a misfeasance at all. Assum- 
ing, however, that the money received by Balfour;was a secret commission, 
he ht have been compelled to return it by order of the Court of Chan- 
cery, but his receiving such a commission would not render him liable to 
er coma for a criminal offence. Immediately it was established by 
d he believed he could call evidence to prove this at a new 
trial—that the directors knew of the commission, then the alleged fraudulent 
transaction became entirely innocent. He referred to the shorthand notes 
taken during the hearing of the case of Reg. v. Isaacs, 1893 (not reported). 
“In that case some of the directors of the Hansard Union were indicted 
under:the same section of the Larceny Act, and under very similar cir- 
cumstances to the present. During the trial it was proved that the 
directors of the company knew of the contract under which a commission 
had been paid, and Hawkins, J., held that the money having been paid in 
pursuance of the contract under the seal of the company the directors 
could not be convicted of “‘ receiving money to their own use,’’ as these 
‘were payments made for the purposes of the company. 

Day, J., in the course of his judgment, said the rule must be discharged. 
The’ ground upon which it had been granted was that there was no 
evidence to support the indictment, and not that the learned judge had 

the jury. After hearing the arguments he was satisfied that 
there was abundant evidence of fraud to go to the jury. The money had 
been clearly misappropriated. It was clearly a case of larceny by a 
person in the tion of a director. If the case of Reg. v. Isaacs was 
to the present case at all, he dissented from the construction 

On it by the learned counsel. 

Wis, J., considered that there was unquestionably evidence of fraud 
which Balfour must have been a party to. The learned counsel on his 
behalf contended that he could get rid of the fraud by showing that the 
co-directors knew of the commission of the fraud. He could not agree 
with that view, nor did he think that Bruce, J., was wrong in leaving the 
question to the jury. If the directors were aware that a fraud was being 
committed, then they were equally to blame with the prisoner ; if they did 
not, then they had been cheated by the prisoner. 

Waicurt, J., in concurring, said the transaction appeared to him to 
have been wrongly described as a ‘‘ commission,’ for the sum was 

disproportionate. No doubt there were cases where the 

of a secret commission would not be a criminal offence, but he 

was of m that a man who received money from his co-directors or 

principal on the representation that it was to be paid as the price of 

he was to buy on their behalf would, by not enane 

run a serious chance of criminal proceedings. ule 

discharged.—Counser, Sir R. Webster, A.G., and Henry Sutton; Ruegg, 

Q.C., and John O'Connor. Soxtcrrons, The Solicitor to the Treasury ; 
Thompson & Co, 


rt this conviction. His case was 


[Reported by Easxinz Resp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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DENNY v. BENNETT—25th February. 


Practice — County Court — InrerPLeapgr Issuzs—Sray op Acmioy 
Srarutory Derence—Norice—County Courts Act, 1888, ss, 54 il 
County Cover Russ, 1889, Orv. 10, r. 18a. a 


This was an appeal of the defendant from the County Court of Lan 
cashire. The action was brought to recover damages for pound breach 
and rescue of certain goods and chattels of one Howe, which had been 
distrained by the plaintiff, by his bailiff, for £14 10s., one half-year’s rent 
due from Howe to the plaintiff. The plaintiff claimed treble 
and treble costs under 2 W. & M. Sess. 1, c. 5, s.4. The factg Were ay 
follow. The plaintiff was the landlord of a hotel at Ulverstone, of whig, 
Howe was tenant at a yearly rent of £29. On the 23rd of November, igy 
Howe being in arrear with his rent, Arden, a certificated bailiff, distraing 
for £14 10s. On the 10th ot December, Arden being still in possession, 
the defendant, a county court bailiff, seized Howe's goods under thr: 
warrants of execution and sold them, notwithstanding Arden’s protest 
The proceeds of the sale were paid into court ; and on the 8th of Janna 
1895, an interpleader summons was issued by the high bailiff of th, 
county court, in which the present plaintiff was made claimant, but he 
filed no particulars of claim, and did not appear on the hearing of the 
interpleader summons on the 19th of February, and no order was made m 
the summons. On the 27th of March the plaintiff commenced this action, 
which was heard on the 2ist of June and the 26th of July. The county 
court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed, 
defendant appealed, and it was contended on his behalf, first, that the 
judge ought to have held that the interpleader proceedings were gijjj 
pending, and operated as a stay of this action under section 157 of th 

ounty Courts Act, 1888, which provides that upon the issue of a 
interpleader summons any action which shall have been brought in 
respect of a claim to the s seized shall be stayed ; secondly, that 
the defendant being a bailiff of the court, and he having produced in 
court the warrant under which the goods were seized, he was entitled tp 
judgment under section 54 of the Act. The defendant had not given 
notice as required by ord. 10, r. 18a (County Court Rules, 1889), of his 
intention to rely on the statutory defence afforded by section 54. 

Tue Court (Wits and Wricut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Wits, J., said that with regard to the point raised under section 15] 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, he was of opinion that the subject matter 
of the claim arose out of an execution by the high bailiff, and it wa 
therefore a matter which the county court judge might have dealt with on 
the interpleader summons. If the interpleader summons had been pn- 
ceeded with, an order might have been made barring the plaintiff's claim. 
No such order had, however, been asked for or made. The contention that 
section 157 was an automatic bar to this action failed, because the section 
only applied to actions which had been brought prior to the issue of the 
interpleader summons, and this action was not commenced till afterwards. 
The next question arose under section 54. That section clearly afforded 
protection to the defendant under the circumstances of the case. Buthe 
had not given notice of his intention to rely on the protection afforded hin 
by the section. His lordship was of opinion, on the authority of Allright 
v. Perks (9 Times L. R. 235), that the defence under section 54 wasa 
statutory defence of which notice was required by the rules. 

Wricut, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Carrington; 
Corrie Grant. Soutcrrors, Kingdon, Wilson, ¢ Webb, for Poole, Barrow-in- 
Furness; 7. 2. Hargreaves, for Johnson § Tilly, Lancaster. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosinson, Barrister-at-Law. | 
ESCRITT AND OTHERS v. TODMORDEN CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY- 
25th February. 
InpustaiaL Socrrty—DeatH or Mempgr—Distrinuvtion—DIscrerionant 
Power—InpbvusteiaL AND Provipent Socrerres Act, 1893, s. 27. 


This was an appeal by the defendant society froma decision of the judge 
of the County Court of Yorkshire, holden at Todmorden, ordering the 
society to pay to the plaintiffs the sum of £10, being the balance of a sum 
of £100 which had been in the hands of the society and which had 
belonged to a deceased member of the society named David Escritt. The 

laintiffs were the personal representatives of David Escritt. In 18%) 
David Escritt nominated the £100 in favour of his ten children. He diel 
in 1891. One of his children, John, had left England in 1884, and had 
not since been heard of. ‘he present action related to the £10 whicli had 
been nominated in favour of the son John, and the plaintiffs contended 
that as to that £10 David Escritt had died intestate, and that they wet 
therefore entitled to it. It was contended for the defendant society that 
under section 27 of the Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893, the 
society had a discretion as to whether or not the money should be paid to 
the representatives of the deceased member, and that the action would 
not lie. Section 27 provides that ‘‘if any member of a registered society 
entitled to property therein in respect of sharea, loans, or deposits, not 
exceeding in the whole at his death £100, dies intestate, without having 
made any nomination thereof then subsisting, the committee may, 
out any letters of administration, distribute the same among such persons 
as appear to them on such. evidence as-they deem eatisfactory to b 
entitled by law to receive the same.’’ 

Tue Covrr (Writs and Wataut, JJ.) made no order on the appeal, the 
defendant society undertaking to pay the £10 to the plaintiffs. 

Wut, J., said that he was of opinion that the contention of the defer 
dant society was correct. The society had a discretionary power 
section 27 of the Act of 1893. The language of the section was si 
for the word ** may” was used ; whereas in the former Act, the Industrial 
and Provident Societies Act, 1876, the expression was ‘‘shall.”” 
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abject. of the provision was to save the expense of taking out letters of 
siministra 





tion in cases where the amount}in question was small ; but in 
> q@seswhere there was any doubt as to the intestacy the society were 
aatitled to refuse to exercise their discretionary power. If they were to 
qercise the power, and then a lawful claimant subsequently appeared, the 
geiety would have no answer, but would be compelled to pay twice 






over. 
Wnicut, J., concurred.—Counsst, (. A. Russell; Herbert Lush. Soutct- 
sors, Bower, Cotton, § Bower, for Aston, Harwood, § Summers, Manchester ; 
Jumet § Co., for Ingham, Todmorden. 
{Reported by F. O. Rosiysox, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re J. G. BIRCH—O. A., 21st February. 


Basxeuptey—AnnirraTIoN—AWaArp on Supmission—OrDER OF CouRT TO 
Exrorck Awarp—Sgiztre or Goops unper Fi. Fa.—Acr or Bank- 
guprcy—‘‘ Process 1x A Crvin Proceepinc’’—Banxruptcy Act, 1890 
(58 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 1. 


This was an appeal by the creditors in a bankruptcy petition against an 
order of the registrar (Mr. Hope) dismissing the petition. The question 
was whether a seizure and sale of a debtor’s goods under an order to enforce 
a award on a submiesion to arbitration constitute an act of bankruptcy 
within the meaning of section 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. The appel- 
lants, the Caucasian Trading Corporation (Limited), bought certain pro- 
perty from the debtor Birch. who guaranteed certain assets. A dispute 
irose between the parties, and they went to arbitration under the Arbi- 
tmtion Act, 1889. No umpire was appointed by the parties, and so, on 
the arbitrators failing to agree, the court appointed an umpire, and he, 
on the 22nd of July, 1895, made an award of £12,917 in favour of the 

ts. They then took out a summons and applied to the court to 
enforce the award, under section 12 of the Arbitration Act, in the same 
manner as a judgment or order. On the 9th of August the court ordered 
that the appellants should be at liberty to levy execution against the 
debtor. A writ of 7. fa. was issued, and goods belonging to the debtor 
were seized. On the 27th of September the debtor applied, under section 
145 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, that the sheriff should be at liberty to 
sell the goods privately, and the goods were so sold on the 28th of - 
tember. Application was subsequently made for a receiving order, the 
actof bankruptcy alleged in the petition being that there had been a 
seizure of the debtor’s goods under process in a civil proceeding. The 
registrar dismissed the petition, on the ground that he was bound by the 
decision in Shaw v. Ronaldson (1892, 1 Q. B. 91) that a submission to arbi- 
tration in the first instance is not a civil proceeding in the High Court, 
and section 1 of the Arbitration Act of 1889 does not make the submission 
an order of the court. Under section 12 of the Arbitration Act leave to 
enforce the award was obtained by means of the court in the same manner 
aa judgment, and the registrar was of opinion that that section should 
beconstrued in the same way as section 1, namely, as a section merely 
for the purpose of enforcing the award on a submission, and not as 
making an award on a submission a proceeding in the court, and that the 
words of the section should therefore be construed favourably to the 
debtor. Section 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 71), pro- 
vides that ‘‘ a debtor commits an act of bankruptcy if execution against 
him has been. levied by seizure of his goods under process in an action 
inany court or in any civil proceeding in the High Oourt.’”? Section 12 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 49), provides that ‘‘ an 
award on a submission may, by leave of the court or a judge, be enforced 
in the same manner as a judgment or order to the same effect.”” On 
Whalf of the appellants it was pointed out that leave to enforce the 
award as a judgment had to be obtained, and that this leave was applied 
for by an originating summons under ord. 54, r. 4 F (3). Every subsequent 
summons was a ‘‘matter’’ in court. These steps constituted a process in 
scivil proceeding, and the writ of fi. fa. and the seizure of the goods was 
& process in that proceeding. ‘There had therefore been an act of bank- 
rupicy within section 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. For the debtor it 
was contended that the application for leave to enforce the award was a 
step to enforce a proceeding which was not a civil proceeding in the High 
Court within the Bankruptcy Act. A summons taken out under ord. 54, 
t. 4, is not a “‘civil proceeding in the High Court.” The following 
cases were referred to: Re Binstead (41 W. R. 452; 1893, 1 Q. B. 199), 
Newton v. Boodle (18 L. J. C. P. 73), and Farmer v. Mottram (1 Dow. & L., 
Practice R., 781). 

Tur Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorgs and Ricry, L.JJ.) allowed 

the appeal. 


Lord Esurr, M.R.—The whole case turned upon the construction of 
section 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. The goods of the debtor had 
been seized in execution and sold; they bad been seized under a writ of 
4. fa., which was a ‘‘ process” in the High Court. A summons for leave 
to enforce an award had been taken out; that was a “civil proceeding in 
the High Court,’’ and the order to issue a writ of ji. fa. was a “ process” 
in that civil proceeding. It was contended that the court should construe 
the words “ civil proceeding’’ as meaning a proceeding in the nature of 
a “ action’; but section.1 speaks of them as distinct and separate— 

Y, as “‘ process in an action in any court or in any civil proceeding.” 
He was of opinion that the originating summons in this case was a “ civil 
proceeding ”’ in the ordinary sense, the order on the summons for the fi. fa. 
Was a “ process ’’ in a civil proceeding, and therefore an act of bankruptcy 
had been committed, and the appeal must be allowed. 
‘Lorrs and Riopy, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counszx, Reed, 


Q.C., and Zneas Macintosh ; Bingham, Q.C., and Herbert Smith. Sorter 
rors, A. Bright, for Batesons, Warr, $ Wimshurst, Liverpool; Collyer~ 
Bristow, Russell, Hill, § Oo. 

[Reported by E. G. Strttwax1, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—Since the last annual meeting twenty-five new members have 
been elected, seven have resigued or otherwise ceased mem and 
three have died. The number now on the register is 317. 
barristers have subscribed for the privilege of removing books. 

Law Classes.—The attendance at these classes continues to be very 
satisfactory, thanks to the unabated zeal and energy which Mr. Pearson 
brings to bear upon his work ; and the fact oy during Seren Fee 2 
many students articled to gentlemen practising in the neighbouring towns 
ion joined the classes may be potas as testimony to the 
general estimation in which they are held. Your committee would 
venture to draw special attention to two matters of importance referred to 
in Mr. Pearson’s recent report on the work of the year. He says :—‘‘I 
feel it my duty to draw the attention of the committee to two facts. First, 
there has been, very properly, a very much higher standard adopted of late 
in the Intermediate Kxamination, with the natural result that the percentage 
of failures has risen. If this is not to continue, articled clerks must 
to read earlier in their articles, and must be made to understand 
what was sufficient a year or two ago is wholly insufficient now. The 
second point is that I am afraid in many cases articled clerks are 
devoting too large a proportion of their time to conve . Ifinda 
most serious lack of knowledge of the practice of common law, of bank- 
ruptcy, and equity, among many of my students, and it is impossible for 
me to remedy this by lectures.” Your committee have reappointed Mr. 
Pearson as reader for the ensuing session, and they have also received an 
intimation from the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., that the annual 
grant of £100, hitherto made to the Law Lecture Fund, will be continued 
for the current year. 

Provincial Meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., 1896.—Your 
committee are pleased to report that the Council of the ted Law 
Society, U.K., have accepted an invitation which your committee gave in 
the name of this society, to hold their annual provincial for 1896 
in B ham. The dates of the meeting have been fixed for the 13th 
and 14th of October next, to be followed on the 15th by excursions to 
neighbouring places of interest. 

Land Transfer Bill.—The Parliamentary Session of 1895 had scarcely 
opened when the familiar announcement was made that a Bill “to 
simplify titles and facilitate the transfer of land in England” had been 
introduced in the House of Lords by the then Lord Chancellor. In due 
course a conference on the subject between the re 
provincial law societies and the council of the chief 
in London, when ‘t was decided that, a measure 
to a Select Committee, the Bill should be opposed in the House of 
Commons on the ground of its com nature. At the of 
the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., your committee comm 
the members of Parliament for the city and neighbourhood on the subject, 
and they were so fortunate as to be able to ar for a 
wait upon the Right Hon. Joseph Chamberlain, M.P., and 
Williams, M.P., on the 22nd of April, when the position generally taken 
by the provincial law socizties on the subject of the Bill was fully explained 
and discussed, and most valuable suggestions and criticiams were made by 
Mr. Chamberlain, both as to the principle of the measure 
eourse which it seemed advisable to adopt with a 
consideration of the far-reaching proposals which it 

the House of Lords without amendment, 
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Mr. C. T. Saunders, as representing this society, was 
law society to give evidence before the Select Committee, 
committee feel that the society is under no slight obligati 
the time and energy which he so ery devoted to the 
for the able manner in which he — the objections 
of registration which the Bill sought to establish. In 
decision by the Government to é Parliament, the 
were unable to do more than to report the evidence 
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Stamps on Assignments of Leaseholds subject to Apportioned Rents.—Reference 
was also made to this subject in the report for 1894, and your committee 
may supplement what was there stated by that they have been in 
further communication with the Board of 
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Commissioners’) opinion, be regarded as a lease or under-lease. It 
is in law an assignment, and is regarded by the Board as coming 
within the principle of their circular of the 17th of September last on the 
subject of rent-charges.’’ It is presumed, therefore, that in future any 
assignment of part of a property included in a lease, at an apportioned 
rent, must be stamped with ad valorem duty, not only on the purchase 
money, but also upon the amount of the apportioned ground rent payable 
during a period of twenty years. This would seem to constitute an 
additional reason for carrying out transactions of this nature by way of 
under-lease, rather than by means of an assignment for the whole term. 
It will be remembered that the Commissioners have undertaken, should 
any question arise as to the stamp duty on any instrument to which their 
' circular of the 17th of September, 1894, applies, ‘‘to place the adjudica- 
tion stamp, without payment of any further duty, upon any such instru- 
ments as were executed on or before the 3lst of December, 1894, without 
any limit as to the time within which such instruments must be sent in for 
* adjudication,’’ provided that they are in other respects correctly stamped. 
Legacy Dutu on Profit Costs.—The attention of your committee was recently 
drawn toa case where a claim had been made upon a solicitor by the 
Inland Revenue for payment of legacy duty on the costs received by him 
- under a power to make professional charges contained in a will of which 
‘he was a trustee. The following sentence in a letter, dated the 23rd of 
* May last, from the chief law society in reply to an inquiry on the subject, 
though not entirely satisfactory, places the matter, for the time being at 
least, on a more reasonable basis :—‘‘ The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue have informed the president’s firm that in the exercise of their 
discretion, although they have been advised that the principle of their 
claim is sound, they have now decided that in practice claims for legacy 
duty on the profit costs of solicitors should not, in ordinary circumstances, 
be made.”’ 

The Finance Act, 1895 (58 ¢ 59 Vict. ce. 43).—Section 12 in effect provides 
that when, by virtue of any Act of Parliament, any property vests in or is 
purchased by any person, such person shall, within the prescribed time, 
produce to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue a Queen’s Printers’ copy 
of the Act or some instrument relating to the vesting in the first case, and 
an instrument of conveyance in the second case, duly stamped with ad 
valorem duty as on a conveyance on sale. ‘This section is, of course, of limited 
application, but where it applies the result in practice seems to be that an 
amount of annoyance and expense is caused quite out of propcrtion to any 
security conferred on the Inland Revenue. 





CHESTER AND NORTH WALES 


SOCIETY. 


The fifteenth annual meeting of this society was held, at the Town Hall, 
Chester, on Friday, the 2lst of February, 1896, Mr. F. Cooke, Crewe, 
president, in the chair. 

The prize for articled clerks founded by Mr. John Allington Hughes 
when president of the society in 1891-2 was presented by the president to 
Mr. Charles Graham Chambers, B.A., who served his articles with Messrs. 
~ Brown & Dobie, of Chester, and who was placed in the second class at the 
honours examination held in November, 1895. 

The report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts for the past 
year were received and adopted. 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 
ensuing year: Mr. H. J. Birch, of Chester, president; Mr. J. Rice 
Roberts, M.A., of Llangefui, vice-president ; Mr. F. Roberts, of Chester, 
hon. treasurer ; and Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, hon. secretary. 

The following gentlemen are the committee for the year: Messrs. N. A. 
E. Way, H. T. Brown, F. B. Mason, and W. D. Jolliffe, all of Chester: 
F. Cooke, of Crewe; J. Davies, of Denbigh; C. H. Pedley, of Crewe ; Ll. 
Hugh Jones, of Wrexham ; and P. Hignett, of Colwyn Bay. 

Messrs. F. W. Sharpe and C. P. Douglas, both of Chester, were re- 
elected auditors. 

A resolution was passed to the effect that, in view of the public duties 
performed by the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., a contribution should 
be made to that society from the imperial exchequer out of the stamp 
duties payable on the articles of clerkship, admissions, and annual certifi- 
cates of solicitors. 

‘The annual dinner was held at the Queen Hotel, Chester, after the 
meeting. 


INCORPORATED LAW 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society now numbers 143 members. 

Land Transfer.—A Bill for simplifying the title to and transfer of land, 
settled by Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme, at the instance of the Incorporated 
Law Society (U. K.), and ‘a Bill having the same object, prepared by Mr. 
J. W. Budd, president of the same society, were in November last sub- 
mitted to your committee for their opinion, when the committee came to 
a conclusion in favour of legislation on the lines of Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
Bill, with the exception of those portions (parts 6 and 8).relating to 
settlements and a system of cautions and inhibitions. Subsequently your 
president and secretary attended a meeting of the associated provincial 
law societies, in London, when the following resolutions were passed :— 
1, “‘ That it is desirable that some Bill on the subject of land transfer 
should be promoted on behalf of the legal profession.”” 2. “That, 
subject to the questions as to the necessity for a distringas register and 
as to the mode of dealing with settlements, this meeting is of opinion that 
it is not possible materially to facilitate or lessen the cost of the transfer 
of land without adopting the principle that some person or persons should 
always be able to transfer the whole ownership without inquiry into, and 
notwithstanding notice of, equities.”’ 3. ‘That, in the opinion of this 
meeting, legislation on the lines of Mr. Wolstenholme’s Bill, other than 





: land Stevens opened in the affirmative; Mr. Nugent Chaplin opened i 
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amet 6 and 8, would be well calculated to carry out the principle affip ae ee 

y the first resolution.”’ 4. “That this meeting is not prepared g A, 
stage to vote on the question of the advisability of inserting part ¢ ofy, 
Wolstenholme’s draft in the Bill.” 5. ‘*That this meeting is not 
pared at this stage to vote on the question of the advisability of ings 
part 8 of Mr. Wolstenholme’s draft of the Bill.”’ Mr. Wolstenholme 
Bill was further considered by your committee, when the general lines of 
part 6 of the Bill (settlements) were agreed to. he Bill has been pe.” 
settled by Mr. Wolstenholme, and forwarded by the Incorporated lay 
Society (U.K.) to the Lord Chancellor. 
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UNITED LAW SOCIETY. sha of prac 
Monday, February 24.—Mr. J. R. Yates in the chair. Mr. G. H, Gog. Iams Law 
fellow opened a debate *‘ On the domesiic policy of Her Majesty’s Goygm, jaw Students’ 
ment as foreshadowed in the Queen’s Speech.’’ Messrs. A. W, Matis, Institute, Lee 
W. S. Sherrington, C. Kains-Jackson, Nevill Tebbutt, ©. H, Kirby the subject 1 
A. W. Richardson, and C. Herbert Smith also spoke during the evenine iecided by th 
Monday, March 2.—A smoking concert will be given by this society ¢ $i gpafirmative 
3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple. Members are invited to bring ther [iy jgmaclient | 
friends. sirice, and th: 
SSS toa wife of hi 
4 iy Mr. Joseph 
= = ri as in the negativ 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. bedonee wou 
é 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. ramabjoo - 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. Property Act, 
, cnc ; dered. tantar 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) wap Mr, W. Pu 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 5th and 6th¢ Se Far 
February, 1896 :— weston was 
Aaron, Norman Hyam Jennens, Henry Harbridge debate the Le 
Adey, John Daniel King, Edwin Cruickshank todinner at t! 
Alford, Albert Martin Kingston, Neville * Feb. 24.—) 
Archer, Francis John Eustace Knocker, Anthony Clive BOL., barris 
Armstrong, Forster Moore Landmann, Harold Eric wm “The La’ 
Ashby, William Augustus Léotaud, Felix namer with 
Bacon, Charles Darnell Lomer, Walter Reginald ments, attorr 
Baker, Alfred London, Herbert Lonsdale Perry moved, and 
Barker, Geoffrey Hugh Metcalfe Marsh, Oswald John lecturer, whi 
Barrett, Herbert Leslie Crosthwaite Miller, Charies Shepherd, sec 
Beal, Richard Edward Bruce Morgan, Reginald to the chairm 
Bennett, William Moser, George BucksURN 
Bernard, Edward John Courtenay Murray, Arthur Henry the Blackbur 
Birch, Thomas Newbery Nickson, Robert Oddie dolents. in 
Block, William Thomas Barnard Ogden, Harry Thee Was 8 
Chadborn, Albert Clement Owen, Hugh Charles Bolton, presi 
Clabburn, Louis Paterson, William Wilson shades m: 
Cockcroft, Percy Peele, Joshua John itty years of 
Collinge, William Hermann Peppercorn, Herbert Howe Mr B. a dose 
Cordwell, Harry Pickles, John William king it he ¢ 
Cowlard, Edward George Pooley, John Gurdon Turner — ittle supplie 
Crump, Dudley James Portnell, Edward William Salathid ttine.? which 
Curwen, John Neville Saint George Prideaux, Robert Flemyng ater Mr, H.? 
Dade, Bertie Read, Percy Hamilton isted of phe 
David, Tudor Jenkyn Read, John Hawkes B. had order 
Davies, David Thomas Ritchie, Robert for making u 
Dodds, Phillip Mark Roberts, William in sccordanc 
Dodds, Thomas Rumeey, Lucas Eustace ‘Poison,’ we: 
Drummond, David William Sagar, John Ormerod phenacitine ‘ 
Earl, Guy Stanley Schmettau, Ernest Frederick | how become ; 
Eaves, Harold Charles Sharman, Charles Henry Ludovic ne either Mi 
Eddowes, Arthur Shield, William James both, for dax 
Edwards, Francis Hill Stockwood, John Arthur Blackburn § 
Espley, George Herbert Stubbs, Ivor I'rederic Pattinson led. The Be 
Evans, William Tatton, Ernest John they were re 
Everett, Ralph Marven Taylor, Lawson five or six m 
Featherstone, Frederick James Thairlwall, Frederick Mr. Hindle, 
Fenton, Horace Charles Thomas, Abel Rees tothe variou 
Fink, William Robert Thompson, John Bailey afirmative, 
Furley, John Talfourd Thornton, Maxwell Ruthven vholesale dr 
Gifford, John Daniel Tillet, Eric Decaux Bolton Socie 
Greenfield, Edward Hay Tillett, Wilfred Sidney 
Gregory, George Redmayne Tomley, John Edward 
Howell, William Mervyn Venables, Alfred Ernest 
Humphreys, Philip Noel Walton, Edwin Reginald CON 
Irvine, Paget George Welch, Henry John 
Jackson, Philip Harman Winder, Clement ATARGRLY 
- P., was r 
lords. The 
LAW STUDENTS? SOCIETIES. ee, 
Law Srupents’ Dexzatine Socrety.—feb. 11.—Chairman, Mr. Neville Bootle, Burr 
Tebbutt. The subject for debate was: ‘*‘ That the case of Sadler ¥. Great in-Furness 


Western Railway Co. (1895, 2 Q. B. 688) was wrongly decided.” Mr. E.6 
Jones opened in the affirmative; Mr. A. 8. Legge opened in the nega 


ql 


The following members also spoke: Messrs. HK. A. Bell, Herbert-t lancaster 1 
A. E. Clarke, A. Dickinson, H. Hamilton Fox, R. Leader, A. W. Watedl law Societ 
and E. Cawley. The motion was carried by four votes. Bla 


Feb. 18.—Chairman, Mr. A. W. Watson. 


The subject for debate We: 
‘* That the tendency of the niodern drama is demoralizing.”’ 


Mr. Head- 
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ap negative. The following members also spoke : Messrs. W. H. Davies, 
7, Hamilton Fox, Allen, J. 8. Wilkinson, A. E. Clarke, W. E. Singleton, 
{.B Hubbard, P.-Allen, Herbert-Smith, and Cyril Pryor. The motion 
ns lost by two votes. 
fe, Chairman, Mr. Rupert Blagden. The subject for debate 
“That the case of Re Bell, Jeffery v. Sayles (1896, 1 Ch. 1) was 
quogly decided.” Mr. E. H. Thirlby opened in the affirmative, Mr. 
1 W. Jolly seconded in the affirmative; Mr. A. Dickson opened in the 
Mr. E. Cawley seconded in the negative. The following 
genbers also spoke: Messrs. Singletun, F. G. Jones, A. W. Watson, 
Tebbutt, A. Simon, and F'. H. Stevens. The motion was lost by four 
wie. The subject for debate at the next meeting of the society, on 
, March 3, is: ‘‘That Imperial federation is now within the 
here of practical politics.” 
lass Law Srupents’ Socrery.—A joint debate with the Manchester 
lgwStadents’ Society was held on Monday, February 17, in the Law 
, Leeds; Mr. Charles Mellor, barrister-at-law, in the chair. 
Te subject was: ‘‘ Was the case of Liles v. Terry and Wife rightly 
igided by the Court of Appeal?’’ Mr. A. P. Williamson (Leeds) led in 
figafirmative, and said it was a well-known rule of equity that a gift 
fomaclient to a solicitor was void unless the client had independent 
sivice, and that the rule had been held to apply to gifts made by a client 
toa wife of his solicitor under the same circumstances. He was seconded 
by Mr. Joseph Hurst (Manchester). Mr. J. W. Robson (Manchester) led 
inthe negative, and contended that the transaction was not a gift, for 
tedonee would have to perform the covenants to which the property 
yssubject, and this constituted valuable consideration ; but even if the 
tansaction were a gift, it was quite valid, for since-the Married Women’s 
Act, 1882, a gift to a solicitor’s wife could no longer be con- 
diered tantamount to a gift to the solicitor himself. He was seconded 
iy Mr. W. Pullan (Leeds). In the subsequent discussion Messrs. Oppen- 
him, Farr, Preston, Wragge, Watson, and Jackson took part. The 
question was decided in the negative bya majority of one. After the 
debate the Leeds law students entertained the Manchester law students 
dinner at the Queen’s Hotel; Mr. Mellor again occupying the chair. 
Teb. 24.—Mr. John Bowling in the chair. Mr. R. A. Shepherd, M.A., 
BO.L., barrister-at-law, delivered the second of a series of. three lectures 
wa “The Law of Landlord and Tenant.’’ He dealt in a most exhaustive 
mmer with the following branches of the subject: Covenants, assign- 
mats, attornment clauses, fixtures, and surrenders. The chairman 
ned, and Mr. G. Whittington seconded, a vote of thanks to the 
keturer, which was unanimously carried. Upon the motion of Mr. 
Shepherd, seconded by Mr. G. E. Foster, a similar compliment was paid 
to the chairman. 


BiackBcRN AND District Law Srupents’ Socrery.—On Tuesday evening 
the Blackburn law students held a joint debate with the Bolton law 
students, in the Grand Jury Room, Town Hall, Bolton, at five o’clock. 
There was a large attendance of members. Mr. F. W. Coope, solicitor, 
bolton, presided. ‘The subject of the debate was as follows: ‘‘ Mr. H., 
ibusiness man, making by his personal exertions a large income, about 
ity years of age and in good general health, purchases at the shop of 
ir. B.a dose of phenacitine, as a cure for headache. Within an hour of 
uking it he dies, poisoned by strychnine. The dose was served out of a 
bottle supplied to Mr. B. by Messrs. W., ordered as and labelled ‘ Phena- 
tine,’ which is a harmless and non-poisonous drug. On being analyzed 
iter Mr. H.’s death it was found that the contents of the bottle con- 
isted of phenacitine, mixed with about 30 per cent. of strychnine. Mr. 
3. had ordered at the same time from Messrs. W. a bottle of strychnine 
frmaking up vermin killer; part of the contents of the bottle supplied 
i accordance with this order, and duly labelled ‘Strychnine’ and 
‘Poison,’ were unused, and, on being analyzed, were found to consist of 
pienacitine only. The zontents of the two bottles had, therefore, some- 
tow become mixed, but how was not very clear. Can Mr. H.’s executors 
ue either Mr. B., the chemist, or Messrs. W., the wholesale druggists, or 

,fordamages?’’ The affirmative of the question was taken by the 
Blackburn Society, for whom Mr. IF’. Hindle, jun., and Mr. J. Sharples 
led. The Bolton Society took up the negative side of the question, and 
they were represented by Messrs. Stubbs and Greenhalgh. Afterwards 
iveor six members of each society took part in the discussion. After 
Mr, Hindle, for Blackburn, and Mr. Greenhalgh, for Bolton, had replied 
to the various arguments, the chairman gave his decision in favour of the 
timative, which was to the effect that both the retail chemist and the 
Tholeeale druggists were responsible in damages. After the debate the 
bolton Society entertained the Blackburn Society to dinner. 


















CONTINUOUS SITTINGS IN LANCASHIRE. 


AlaRcELY ATTENDED deputation, introduced by Sir James Fergusson, 
ALP., was received on Wednesday by the Lord Chancellor at the House of 
» There were present delegates from the Liverpool Chamber of 

, the Corporation of Liverpool, the Mersey Docks and Harbour 
Commercial associations, &c.; the Corporations of Manchester, 
Bootle, Burnley, and Preston ; Oldham, Wigan, Warrington, and Barrow- 
4-Furness Chambers of Commerce ; and from the following law societies : 
ted Law Society of the United Kingdom, the Incorporated Law 

Society of Liverpool, the Manchester Incorporated Law Association, the 
P greed Law Society, the Preston Law Society, St. Helens and District 
Society, and the Liverpool Law Society. ‘The law societies of 
eet Blackburn, Ashton-under-Lyne, Stalybridge and district, and 
© were represented by the delegates from the Liverpool Law 

Seiety. The deputation was supported by many members of Parliament. 





After the objects of the deputation had been explained and expressed by 
Mr. M‘Arthur, chairman of the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce; Mr. 
W. H. Holland, president of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce ; the 
Lord Mayor of Manchester ; Mr. Alderman Hughes, of Liverpool; Mr. 
Crossfield, of the Mersey Docks and Harbour ; Mr. Squarey, 
solicitor to the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board; the presidents of the 
Liverpool Law Society and the Manchester Law Society, and the presi- 
dent of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, 

The Lorp Cuancettor said: It is impossible not to be very much im- 
pressed by so numerous and important adeputation. I do not know that 
I have ever seen one larger or more representative. I suppose every 
Government in turn may be credited with the desire that justice should be 
properly administered. But I confess I am somewhat disappointed at the 
absence of statistics. The first thing which would be asked when I bring 
this matter before my colleagues would be that I should point out what 
goes on at present and what it is that has to be remedied, apart from the 
question with respect to Admiralty and Divorce, about which 

ill say a word separately in a moment. It must be 
remembered when you speak of the importance of Lancashire 
that it does not stand in the same position as other districts. I think 
Lancashire already has four assizes in the year for civil causes, and 
there is no other assize in the kingdom to which so an amount of 
judicial force is diverted. Knowing that I should have the pleasure of 
seeing you here I asked for some returns about what happened during 
the last assizes, and I find this state of facts—that when the learned judge 
went on the civil side at Manchester there were only two cases to try. 
There were about fifty prisoners, and the time allotted was twelve working 
days, and there were two judges. Taking the average time occupied in 
the disposal of business, the whole of that work might have been disposed 
of in eight days. I do not say this is conclusive against what you recom- 
mend ; but at the same time it is obvious that such a state of things must 
be taken into consideration. In times gone by, when I was young, 
unheard causes were made remanets to the next assize. That is no 
longer so, as the judges clear the list before they go. As I understand, in 
Lancasbire there are two prelimi assizes, the first of which is gene- 
rally wasted, and the cause to which that is attributed is the fact that 
nobody is ready, and the causes are postponed for the next assize. That 
is a matter which does not require legislation, but some greater diligence 
on the part of those engaged. Reserving the question of Divorce, Ad- 
miralty, and Probate, I want to know why nobody has taken 
the trouble to ascertain in cases tried at Liverpool whether 
they are all Liverpool cases. What proportion do Liverpool cases 
bear to cases there tried? And have there been any cases within the last 
three years which have not been tried by reason of the judge not having 
time to try them? If on the average there is a judge at hand once a 
month—for that is what it comes to—it is a strong thing to say that you 
must have continuous sittings, which will necessarily involve additional 
judges. Apart from the importance of Liverpool, every subject of her 
Majesty is entitled to have reasonable facilities for the administration of 
justice, and Bristol, Newcastle, and Cardiff would be claiming the same 
sort of thing, and then it would come to continuous sittings throughout 
the country ; and that would mean a considerable addition to the bench. 
One gentleman said this is no revolutionary c But if there is to be 
a permanent judge at Liverpool, Birmingham and Sheffield, for example, 
quite apart from the —_ populations, would make a like claim. A 
word separately on the subject of Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
business. I do not know why Probate cases cannot be tried at assizes. 
In my time some important cases of that kind were tried on circuit. 
With reference to Admiralty causes, it has always been supposed to be a 
great advantage to a commercial community to have such causes tried by 
a judge perfectly familiar with the subject and of maritime experience. 
It may be a reason for bringing such cases to London. It is suggested 
that judges should be taken haphazard, in which case you might have a 
judge who did not know the ofaship. If any evidence can be put 
before me to justify the addition to the bench which it is obvious would 
be essential, I will lay the matter before my colleagues. We have had the 
misfortune to have one or two of the judges ill, and two of them are en- 
gaged on election petitions. This is probably an exceptional state of 
things; but it is clear that an addition to the bench would be necessary, 
and to that there are thany objections. The House of Commons would 
require a strong case to be madeout. When achange was made and four 
circuits for civil business established, it was confidently anticipated that 
there would be no cause for complaint. I do not understand why the 
Passage Court should be erected into the position of the High Court in 
addition to these continuous sittings, because there isa Bill which gives 
the Passage Court practically the position of the High Court. None of 
you have mentioned this matter, and I do not know whether this 
is the view of the deputation; but that would be an additional 
mode of disposing of business in Liverpool. I am in hearty 
sympathy with you in this respect, that I regret if Liver- 
pool causes are not facilitated, and if Liverpool is not satisfied, for it is 
one of the cardinal duties of any Government to see that no class of her 
Majesty’s subjects should be dissatisfied with the administration of jus- 
tice and be under the ifmpression that their grievances are not properly 
attended to. I will make it my especial duty to bring this matter before 
my colleagues, and if the case is made out I have no doubt my colleagues 
will be only too anxious to do anything which may lead to the prosperity 
of Liverpool. 

Mr. M‘Arruvr, in thanking his lordship for a the deputation, 
said they would furnish him with full statistics. With respect to the 
Court of , it was not the view of the deputation that it should be 
made a branch of the Court. 

In answer to the question whether the Government would agree not to 
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oppose the Bill if it were brought in by a private member and referred 
after second reading to a Select Committee, the Lord Chancellor said 
that he could at present give no pledge on the subject. 


ORDER IN COUNCIL, 


Whereas by an Order in Council dated the twenty-eighth day of July 
one thousand eight. hundred and ninety-three it was directed that the 
Winter and Summer Assizes as defined in the said Order should be holden 
as therein provided. 

And whereas it is expedient to amend the said Order as regards the 
Winter Assizes one thousand eight hundred and ninety-six for the county 
of Gloucester. 

Now therefore Her Majesty by and with the advice of Her Most Hon- 
ourable Privy Council is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered as 
follows :— 

1. The town of Cheltenham shall, for tbe Winter Assizes, one thousand 
eight hundred and ninety-six, be the place where Assizes are holden in 
and for the county of Gloucester. 

2. So much of the said Order of the twenty-eighth day of July one 
thousand eight hundred and ninety-three as is inconsistent with this Order 
shall be — for the purposes of the said Winter Assizes one thousand 
eight hu and ninety-six. 

3. Except where the context otherwise requires expressions used in this 
Order shall have the same meaning as in the said Order of the twenty- 
eighth day of July one thousand eight hundred and ninety-three. 

4. This Order may be amended or added to or repealed by Order in 
Council. C. L. Pest. 





TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Cocrrt. 


Thursday, the 20th day of February, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
ehall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


ScHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1895—H.—No. 318). 


Margaret Newman and others v. The Variety Automatic Supply Stores 
(Limited). Hatssvry, C 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Taomas Razicu, barrister, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Privy Council, in the place of Mr. G. D. Faber, resigned. 
Mr. H. B. Heute, barrister, has been appointed to the vacant 
ip on the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting, caused by 
the death of Mr. Martin Ware. Mr. Hemming will be appointed to Mr. 
Justice Stirling’s court, in succession to Mr. Worsley Knox, transferred 
to Appeal Court No. 2. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtions. 
Waren Lesiiz Catnoun and Ricnarp Eungst Warr (Calhoun & Watt), 
itors, 61 and 62, Chancery-lane. Feb. 13. 

Hzrstsy Cessreze Decxwortx and Joun Maruens (Duckworth & 
Mathers), solicitors, Bradford, Yorks. Sept. 1, 1893. [ Gazette, Feb. 21. 
- s 
INFORMATION WANTED. 


Re Mr. Gzoncr Paver, late of Ware, Herts, barge owner and contractor, 
deceased.—To solicitors, bankers, and all others whom it may concern.— 





Any person or having in his or their possession, or who may have 
prepared 2 Will or Codicil for the above deceased, subsequent in date to 


the Ist day of July, 1876, or who may have attested the execution of any 

such will or codicil, are ted to communicate with me, the under- 

i forthwith. Dated this 20th day of February, 1896. J. Chalmers- 
unt, solicitor, Ware. 





GENERAL. 
Mr. Cluer, the police court magistrate, is now, it ie stated, quite out of 


Mr. Justice Charlies has returned from the Vontinent much improved in 
general health, but it is very doubtful whether he will resume his judical 
duties during the present eittings. 

Siz Mountestaart LE. Grant Daff, in the course of his presidential address 
on “The Politics of Aristotle’’ to the members of the Royal Historical 
Boclety, enid that he remembered « legal luminary who used to contend 
that retired | should be made Curiously enough, this 
pyr ts mm might be fortified by 4 passage in the seventh book of 

6 4. 














In the House of Commons on the 20th inst., Dr. Kenny agke & 
Chief Secretary to the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland whether it Was hig 
intention, as reported, to bring in this Session a Bill to reduce the 
establishment in Ireland ; and, if #0, whether the Bill would provide ty 
the money saved by such reduction should be applied to red he 
fees paid by litigants in Ireland, as suggested in a paper dealing withg, 
subject recently read by Mr. A. W. Samuels, Q.C., before the § 
Society of Ireland. Mr. Gerald Balfour: The reply to the first 
the question is in the affirmative, but it would be premature at present j, 
disclose the provisions of the Bill. 


At the Central Criminal Court this week, before the Recorder, Joly 
Arthur Hales, aged fifty-one, a solicitor, who pleaded guilty last sessions, 
forging and uttering the indorsement on a warrant and authority forty 
payment of £6,137 8s. 9d. with intent to defraud, was brought up fy 
sentence. The case hed been adjourned to enable the prisoner tomy 
restitution and for inquiries as to his state of mind. Mr. Kemp, Qo, 
for the prisoner, said that the sum of £2,000 left in the bank had by, 
handed to the prosecutor, and a house had been transferred also to hin 
This was all that the prisoner had been able to do in the way of restity, 
tion; but as to the prisoner’s state of mind, he had present Dr. 
and Dr. Wingrove, and the former described the prisoner as a “ moyp. 
maniac of per-ecution.”” The Recorder said the evidence as to th 
prisoner’s state of mind was a matter more for the Home Secretary. Thy 
prisoner had been guilty of a most deliberate and ingenious fraud, an 
had by his forgery succeeded in getting a very large sum of money, ani, 
having regard to his (the prisoner’s) position as a solicitor, he (te 
Recorder) could not pass a less severe sentence thun that of five yeay 
penal servitude. 


The Local Government Board have, in pursuance of the powers om. 
ferred upon them by the Local Government Act, 1894, issued orden 
prescribing rules for the ordinary election of guardiaus in the present yey 
in each parish outside London entitled to elect guardians in that yey, 
The day of election is to be Monday, the 30th of March, or such other day 
not earlier than Saturday, the 28th of March, nor later than Wednenday, 
the lst of April, as may for special reasons be fixed by the town coungi, 
The hours during which the poll is to be open are to be such as shall & 
fixed by the town council by any general or special order; but if at the 
time of the election no such order is in force in any particular parish, th 
poll is to be open during the hours fixed by the town council for the fim 
election of guardians for the parish. In connection with this matter th 
Board point out the importance of the hours during which the pollist 
be open being fixed by the town council in the case of any new parishia 
which an election of guardians has to be held this year, if there is no onda 
in force fixing the hours of the poll. In every instance the poll musth 
open between the hours of six and eight o’clock in the evening. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Registrars 1x ATTEYDANCE OF 


Date Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
_ No. 2. Curry. Nogra. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Lavie Mr. Bolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srig.ina. KEKEWICH. Roms. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Pugh . Godfrey 
Pembertrcn Beal Leach 
ard Pugh Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


DEATH. 


Poo.—Feb. 23, at 32, Medina-road, Holloway, suddenly, William Bews Pool, of Plymouth: 
formerly of Messrs. Lamberts, but for the last fifteen years managing common 
clerk to Mr. Wm. Sharp, of Walbrook. Much valued and respected. Aged 62. 


WARNING TO INTENDING Hovse Puncuaseas AND Lussees.—Before put 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Brot), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—{ Avvr. | 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasstle—-Vuioay, Feb, 21. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Lamirep 19 Ouanouny. 


Gawra Comannins, Laurrep-—Oreditors eines the United Kingdomare required, one 
before April %, and creditors residing eleewhere on or before June 19, to send tha 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Alfred Page, B 
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14, at 12, for such of the bo hon 


of thor claims, to Mr Geenge Leonard Leigh, Hampton-in-Arden. Chinn, 
, solor for liquidator 
Ings GINRER nee Loatzp—Petn for winding up will be arg on Monday, March 


p bldgs, Eastcheap, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 


Ek Geeabove named avt later hon Gniclocks in the afmrnocn of Bob 29 
Lumwostoxe SYNDICATE, Liwitep—Petn for winding up, apesentan Feb 19, pated | to pe 
se on Monday, March 2. Hays & Co, 31, Abchurch solors to 


a must reach the above named not later than 2 o’clock in _- S of 


av Investment Co, Limrrzp—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J., 


PaupsstlA dated 
Jan 24, it was ordered that the voluntary o ageay up } np company be continued. 


97, G st, solor for petner 
RosegTs hy ‘Ropers, Limtrep—Petn for win up, presented Feb 11, —~——— to be 
heard on March 2. Crowders & Vizard, 55, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later aun 6 o'clock = the after- 


of Feb 29 
Fon Morteacs, Banxina, axp Trust Co, Limrrep—Petn for ey he presented 
Feb 20, directed to be heard on March 2. Paterson, 16, Ay for 


oo a of Sppearing must reach the above named not yore 6 o’clock in the 


ee o- Sonal Limirep—Creditors are required, on cr before ry 21, to send 
their pames and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to T. H. Watson, 
John Orlando Law, and L. C. Alexander, Broad st avenue 
Ysouax Co, Luntrep—Crediiors are required, on or before April 4, to send their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William George Beach, 24, 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Foruim and HammersmitH Women’s Bevyerit Society, 23, Bridge rd, Hammersmith, W 
Jan 15 


London Gasette.—Tuespar, Feb. 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep in CHANCERY. 

Bury axp Error Commercirat Co, Limrrep (mv Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 23, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
daims, to Thomas Parkinson and Charles Robert Scholes, Stanley bldgs, Silver st, Bury. 
Butcher & Barlow, Bury, solors to liquidators 

Husrmeporsarre Post Co, Lunrep (1n Votuntary LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required 
on or before March 24, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Frederick Gimblett, New inn chbrs, Strand. Maule, Huntingdon, solor to 
liquidator ; Bailey, solor, New inn chbrs, Strand 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Dovsrante Frrenpty Socretizs Mepicat Association, Lanark House, High st, Dun- 
Bedford. Feb 19 
Is asp Doe Inn £30 Money Civus (No 4), Baths Hotel, Smith-st, Rochdale, Lancs. 
19 
laverroot Unire> Faienviy Tontive Soctety, 190, Richmond row, Liverpool. Feb 19 
1 os Boats Murua Insurance Cuvs, Loft, nr Court Cocking, St Ives, Corm- 
eb 19 
Warrttzsury Frrenpiy Society, Fox and Hounds Inn, Whittlebury, Towcester, North- 


ampton. Feb 19 
Wootwicn Excersion Worxine Men’s Cuvs, 56, Church st, Woolwich, Kent. Feb 19 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Feb. 7. 
Asuazav, Gora Cuuuey, Clifton, Bristol April5 Thomas, Bristol 
ae Weaun James, Ingatestone, Essex March7 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, 


Bispuzy, Exot, Leicester March 31 Freer & Co, Leicester 
Bucnaut, Mary, Billinge, Lancaster Feb 29 Tyrer, St Helens 
Boxaranrs, Prince Louis Cuovis, Chepstow villas, Bayswater March25 Woodforde, 


Red Lion sq 
Brovuick, Gzorce, Bow Churchyard, Cheapside April1 Bell & Co, Gt Trinity lane 


Brows, Warren Frepericx, Ringwood, Southampton, Brewer’s Manager March 7 
Hul ulbert & Crowe, Broad st bidgs . 
Bony, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Gent March 9 Shackles & Son, Hull 


Canter, Many, Kingston upon Hull March 9 Shackles & Son, Hull 
Ciark, Winttam, Winlaton, Durham, Innkeeper March 11 Mark Pybus, Newcastle 
ne 

Cuneo Ta 18, Crompton, nr Oldham, Cotton Spinner March 23 Sale & Co, Man- 
Coettga-Wooo, Bet, Cornwall gdns, South Kensington March 5 Walls & Co, Old 
Nee yyy Haxay, Ballyfin, Queen’s County, Ireland March 2 Young & 
Choss, Richanv, Oxford, Esq March 21 Walsh, Oxford 
Day, Heynierra, Royals, Aston, Nantwich March 1 Hadley & Dain, Birmingham 
Davirs, Many Luoyp, Llanrwst, Denbigh March 2 David & Co, Llanrwst 
Dickiwsox, Hantiry, Hapton, Lancaster, Builder April5 Steele, Burnley 
Eowanps, Mary, Liverpool Marchi Evans & Co, Liverpool 
Fienen, Many An, Northampton April 6 Dennis & Faulkner, Northampton 
Padvauix, Annanan, Cheltenham March18 Ley & Co, Cheltenham 
Gniasox, Eowanp Rosert, Watton, Norfolk, Solicitor March 25 Grigson, Norwich 
Guamwoon, Josern Haypn, Ipswich, Corn Merchant March 7 Jennings & Haward, 
Huu, Gacees, Templeborough, York, Steel Melter March 25 Oxley & Coward, Rother- 
His, Rt Rev Gronar, D.D,, Parham, Suffolk March 3 Fladgate & Co, Craig's at, 
— Euzavera, Liverpool March 7 Berry, Liverpool 

even Wru ‘1am Jonns, Westbourne pl, Eaton aq Feb 29 Eyre & Co, John st, Bedford 
Trumnvoon, Ronxnr, Langford, Bedford, Farmer Mar 1 Wade-Gery & Broomhead, 
Jourre, Huxny Duwpas, Skidmore st, Mile End, General Dealer Feb 20 Tliffe & Co, 


soapend VILLAGE AND “Diemmcr Haut Co, ee (ux Liquipatiox)— 
Iharrors-Ai ‘their names and addresses, and 


ide. fone, at 1 & Lawroy, Sinks Minasent Demme: ieeien Mar 10. Rowntree, Oldham 
eet, Chenpeide, ikimne of creditors’ rechion "Ete United Kingdom, sijedintog , 


Manxinc, Heway, Freemantle, Southampton Mar7 Tylee & Mortimer, Romsey, Hants 


Me: GE Ny ry RICK Hi Wi Hawkes Bay, Ni Par- 
— N E} be eto. pa, es Bay, New Zealand, Sheep 
ease, | Jous, Heston Mersey, Lancaster, Farmer March 25 Lawson & Co, Man- 


Muves, Sanat, Old Radnor, Radnor March1 Temple & Dhilpin, Kington, Hereford- 
nce. | > Ottvex, Sutherland sq, Walworth March 10 C & E Woodroffe, Gt 
Moses, Tames, Preston Patrick, Westmoreland, Farmer Feb 28 Watson & Chorley 
Moye, Witt1am Tomas, Crowan, Cornwall, Veterinary Surgeon March 14 Walter 


~ 
Perrce, eencan, Brighton, Innkeeper March 12 Nye, Brighton 
Rawsow, Exiza, Skirbeck, Lincoln March 24 Harwood, Boston 
Ransom, Wit.14m, Warminster, Wilts,Gent March 1 Wakeman & Bleeck, Warminster 
Rawuixos, Marion Frorence, Greville pl, Kilburn April 30 Ryan, Gt James st 
on ~~ Middleton, Lancaster, Oil Merchant {March 5 Clark & Jackson, 


Ryay, Francis Curtets, Earlsfield rd, Wandsworth Common June 30 Ryan, Gt James 


Suarez, Freperice, Brighton, Stockbroker March19 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing lane 
Sincieton, Jonanna, Liverpool March9 Pennington & Higson, Liverpool 

Srancer, Jane, Aspatria,Cumbrid Feb 29 Richardson & Crookes, Wigan 

Surrox, Joseru, Sandy, Bedford, Licensed Victualler March 6 Conquest & Clare, 


Bedfo: 
Taytor, Witt1au, Weston pk, Crouch End Feb 2) Clear & Green, Old Serjeants’ 


inn 
Urron, Ex1za, Skirbeck, Lincoln March 24 Harwood, Boston 

Witurams, Jony, Killay, Glam, Farmer Feb 29 Viner & Co, Swansea 
Witurams, Txomas, Liverpool, Shipsmith March7 Mason & Co, Liverpocl 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 11. 

Appicort, Jams, Hoylake, Chester March 20 Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 

Buiuxpett, Nicuowas, Crosby, Lancs, Esq March 25 Weld & Thomson, Liverpool 
Bowen, Grorcr Taomas, Oxford, Glove Manufacturer March 2 Wilkins & Toy, 


Norton 
Brett, Epwrx Joux, Fleet ss May1 Ashley & Co, Frederick’s pl 
Bripcex, Tuomas Epwarp, Fallowfield, Manchester March 25 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Briveer, Hevena Careenine Acres Fiesxes, Brighton March6 Blyth & Co, Gresha m 


aise Henry Josern, Putney, Grocer March3 Goldring & Bell, Gt Tower st 
Carrow, Jane, Weston super Mare March 28 Prior & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Corz, Exiza Jaye, Nottingham March 31 Hamlin & Co, Fleet st 

De Trarrorp, Avcusrus Hexry, Tamworth, Esq March 25 Weld & Thomson, Liver- 


Duwy, Joun, Stoke Devonport March 31 Albert & Co, Devonport 
Evans, Grorcr, Bermondsey March 20 Bayley & Co, Potters fields, Tooley st 
Evans, Cuantes Taomas, Deal, Kent, Licensed Victualler March 15 Brown & Brown 


Fow er, Saran Ann, Knottingley, York March 9 Foster & Co, Pontefract 

Hatt, Isanziua, Sunderland March 10 Hannay, Sth Shields 

Howearts, Joszrs, Wakefield March 21 Stewart & Co, Wakefield 

Hume, Rev Hexry Syrxzs, Lowestoft March 31 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Jexnivas, Josern Wrut1am, Caversham rd, Camden Town Junel East, Basinghall s, 
JouNsoy, yy! Apsa Tredegar sq, Mile End, Stepney Brass Founder March 26 


Losey, James, Batley, York, Shuttlemaker March 16 Brearley, Batley 
— Euxex, Bolton grdns, Kensington Marchil Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall 


Mercatr, Wrutiam, Leeds April 1 Dawson & Chapman, Leeds 

Mitxarp, Simon, Willesden lane, Gent March 11 Rundle & Hobrow, Basiaghall st 
Mruts, Autrrep, Walsall, Stafford, Currier Feb29 Cotterell & Co, Walsall 

Norais, Wrut1am, Billiter sq bldgs, Shipbroker Mar 9 Mear & Fowler, Old Serjeants’ 


O’Barsy, oe Liverpool, Bookkeeper Marl4 Mackay, Liverpool 

Purpox, Janz Bares, Halewood, Lancs Aprili$ Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 

Ress, Witutam Evy, Ilkley, York Mar 16 Gordon &Co, Bradford 

Ricnarps, CaTusaixs, Syston Court, Gloucester Mar 2S Prior & Co, Lincoln's Inn fields 

Scunvuset, Mgomnaa, Lorraine, Germany Mar 10 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury 
circus, 


Smart, Witt1am, Corsham, Wilts Mar 10 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 

Szymaysxa, Ex:zanera, Holland st, Kensington March? Meynell, Furnival st 

Ta Harry Siuxrsox, Mornington rd, Regent’s Pk, Gent March 18 Keeping & 
Gloag, Lombard st 


Vicxery, Caruearns, Durston, Somerset March 31 Reed & Cook, Taunton 
Wuirmax, Faxpericx, Roehampton, Surrey March 10 Hare & Co, Temple chmbrs 
Waiaur, Cuantorrs, Evesham, Wores March 25 Byrch & Cox, Bresham 


Leadon Gazette —FPurpar, Fas. 14. 
Baxrer, Isaac, Beare Green, nr Dorking, Surrey, Blacksmith March 4 Hart & Co, 


me. PE Northampton, Schoolmaster March 12 Pellatt, Banbary, Oxon 

Bvoxuay, James, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer March 31 Baton, Ashton under Lyne 

Cave, Eurzaners, Merton, Oxford Feb 29 Coggins, Deddington 

Coapv, Rronaap Hexay, ~~ oe at, Tobacoo Manufacturer March 31 Kilsby & Soa, 
College hill, Cannon st, 


Correy, Samvuan, Suffolk, Farmer Aprill Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 

i Juura, Goldhurst terrace Bast, South Hampstead March 18 Bohm 
Davis, Busanera, Plymouth March 30 Rooker & Oo, Plymouth 

Dicxsox, Groner, Dublin, Merchant March 3 Budd & Co, Austinfriare 

Doppa, Canisrorner Gareory, Lincoln, Farmer March 21 Freer & Qa, Lincoln 
Bvans, Winuiam Josees, Southsea, Gent March 30 Cousins & Burbidge, Portemonth 





k row 
lt, Josera, Waterloo, Liverpool, Fish Merchant May 6 Garnett & Co, Liverpool 





Panwen, Manrua, Waterloo, Lancs Aprilll Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool 
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Garuanp, Eutty Axx, Cornwall gate, Regent’ 8 sak - “April 7 7 

Greppss, Erzayor, Langham rd, West Green, Tottenham 
ime s 

Gray, Mary Any, Sheffield March 21 

Grirrirus, Mary Harrgiot, Oakley st, Chelsea 

Haprie.p, Jous, Ashton under Lyne 


Tidy & Tidy, Sackville st 




















Vickers & Co, Sheffield 





Clarkson & Co, Lime st 
Ellison, Ashton under Lyne 
Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
Bros, Wormwood st 

Smith & Co, Manchester 
Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury circus 
Rawson, Grantchester, Cambs 








































































































Ho.ianp, Bensamin, Tetford, Lincoln, Gent 


Hurst, Georce Frepericx, Manchester, Gent 
Kuve, Curistran, Regent st 
Lumpy, Rev Joserx Burrows, Cambridge 


Macpowraup, Joux Happow, Kew, Melbourne, 


MawnseEtt, Coartes Taomas, Forbes & Son, London Warr, Atuan Brown, Gent, 
t, EC 


Morcax, Percy Krrevey, Elm Tree rd, § 
man, Bishopsgate st Without 


Pcures, Ricuarp, Brewood, 8 Underhill & Thorneycroft, 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Hearuc 0CK, Witiian, the younger, Rock Ferry, Cheshire | 

Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 

tenane, Av STIN, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor Mar 2 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


House mates Feb 28 at 2.30 
Beck, Samvet, and Lawrence Beck, Brushfield st, 


High Court Pet Feb19 
RD, a Wheelwright 


Hopxrys, - MOBY Bedford, al Dealer 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Isaacs, Henry Isaac, Birkenhead, Butcher’s Agent Mar 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
EFFERIES, Freperick Wi.wiiam, Dewsbury, York, Stock 
Broker Feb2Sat3 O/ff Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Jones, Joux, Newport, Mon, Rubber Dealer Mar 2 at 11 
Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Joxes, Tueopuitus Tom, Pontymister,Mon Mar 2 at 11.30 
Of Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
ek, Tuomas Oxtver, Hastings, Builder 
Ye oung & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
Mor RGAN, SrerpHen Wit.iam, Carmarthen, Fruiterer 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
_— TON, Gene Wit.1am, Sunderland, Grocer 
3.15 Otf Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
, Asutey SHerwen, Dearham, Cumberland, Joiner 
5 Court house, Cockermouth 
Pocock, Herzert Liurwetyy, St Leonard’s on Sea, School 
Young & Son, Bank bldgs, 


BraMwELt, p tdcone Chapel en le Frith, Derbyshire, 
_ Stockport Pet Feb 18 


Brighton Pet Jan’ 23 
Baovesax, RocErs, & Co, Twickenham, Builde 
Brows, Auraep, Mountain Ash, Glam, Greengrocer 
1am PayNTER Bartox, 
Cox, Cuartes Frepericx, Marylebone, Grocer High Court 


Cuttixe, Cuantes, West Smithfield High Cou 





Principal Mar 2 at 12.30 


EyNOLDs, AnraurR Dovetas, Liverpool, Surgical Instru- 


Jeweller High Court Pet Feb 17 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, 


man Swansea Pet b Northumbrld, Journalist 
Hascock, James, Didsbury, Case Maker 
, Isaac Mixpes, Stroud, Glos, Master Tailor 
Off Rec, 15, Kiug st, Gloucester 

. Hesry Witiiam Cooksey, and James 
, Clerkenwell rd, Bookbinders 3 

Seukretey bldgs, Carey st 

Scepes, Wintiam Apert, Halifax, Coal Merchant 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


», Birmingham, Metal 


5 STONEBRIDGE, Hale 


t End, W. Velthemetow 
"Farmer “High C court 


: * Clerkenwell rd, Licensed Bailiff High 


Alexandra rd, Swansea 
2, Gzorce Epwix, Newport, Mon, Grocer 
Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, } 


SurTH, Tuomas, pate m, Ham Dealer 


ns 


STz+ ess, Eowix Mrrcs Geo 
sion Dealer High Court : 
. , Leeds, Boot yt “Leeds 





vy, Feaxcis, Darlington, Durham, Painter 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 





65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
ITACHI L Ris ro, Manchester Feb 28 at 3 
hmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 





ted fo yr that ore in the Lon- 

: ADJUDICATIONS. 
Workington, Chemist 
vies? MEETINGS. ome u, Chapel en le Frith, Derbys 


2m 8 at RED, , Mountain Ash, Glam, Greengrocer Aber- 
, Bridge #t, Man: hest er 





:seTT, Evwis. Dorchester, Solicitor 


7 Prestee, Lancs, Joiner March 2 
‘On Bee, 3 14, Chapel st, Preston 


Hexny, Maldon, Saddler 
feb 14 
Ereeer, Joux, Westbourne rd, 


1, Berns ry, Coal Merchant ns, Jznoun, Sandy, Beds 


Bories, Cuaxt zs Purse 





, AFI c “Fart, Ma leley : 
Max nenes Evirn, Hereford Hereford Pet Jan1 
“Pavilion bidgs, tnghem 


Cacox, Groese, pha wfiel: 4 #, Chel 


» Peeornicn Witsian, Sketty, Glam, Milk Sales- 


» 
micianh Wauzes, Bwanee, , Porat Swanson Pet Feb 16 










Harrre, agree an, on C vie # ct, Charing Crow 





SavacE, Grorce, Southampton, Fish Salesman March 14 Newman, Southampies > 

Bays aad Hewry, Thavies inn, Optician March 31 Letts Brother, 

| Saw, Wiens AM, Farnley, near Huddersfield, Farmer March 12 Laycock & Co, Hudden. 
field 

| Sorton-Pargy, Rosert, Paignton, Devon March25 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 

| Sarr, Arice, Chingford, Essex Mar 25 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 

| Srocx, Tuomas, Whitmore rd, Hoxton, Baker April 30 Wyatt, Hayter rd, Brixteg 
hill, SW 

! Terxerra, Jose Bernarvino, Chichester, Esq Mar3l1 Raper & Co, Chichester 

Tuompson, Witi1am, Sunderland, Esq Mar7 Dixon & Co, Sunderland 


WatERHou oe Freperick, Upper Richmond rd, Putney, Gent Mar 25 Stanley Evang¢ 


Warsoy, p Sen Nottingham, Provision Dealer March 15 Turner & Barrows, Not. 


Brisbane, Queensland March 25 Blyth & Co, Cann 


Wi.urams, Any Mary, Pitchcombe, nr Stroud, Glos March 14 Haines & Sumner 


Wixus, Rev Cuarves Francis, Lincoln March 1 Larken & Co, Newark 
Woopatt, Epwago, Kingswinford, Staffs, Colliery Proprietor April 50 Shorthoug ¢ 


Joxes, Joux, Newport, Mon, Bubber Dealer Newport 
Mon Pet Jan21 Ord Feb1 ; 

LitrLe, Roserr Bisy, Standon, Hert Hertford Pet 
Jan1 Ord Feb8s 

OstLe, AsHiey SHerwen, Dearham, Cumberland, Joige 
Cockermouth Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

RosentuaL, Jutivus Loewe, Southampton st, Fitzroy 8 
HighCourt Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 17 

SanpDeErs, SamvueEu, Totnes, Devon, Carriage Builder Ply. 
mouth Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 19 y 

Seartze, Atrrep Epwarp, St Budeaux, Devon, Builde 
Plymouth Pet Jan6é Ord Feb 19 

SHEerwoop, Wiu.uam, Wallis Down, Dorset, Builde 
Poole Pet Dec5 Ord Feb 15 

Srevens, Eowin Mircue.y, George st, Euston rd, Provision 
Dealer. High Court Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

Tuomas, Herserr Jony, Bermondsey New rd, Butcher 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 1s 

Warpman, James, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds Pa 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Warvyer, James Bissert, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pe 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Wituiamson, Jons, Arnold, Notts Nottingham Pet Feb 
18 Ord Feb 18 

Woopp, Joun, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb17 Ord Febi7 


Amended notice substituted for that Pees in the 
London Gazette of Feb. 
Evans, Danizt Joun, Merthyr Tyatil, tn Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 12 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 25 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ApripGr, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Innkeeper Worcester 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 22 

Barrie, Geosce Wiitiam, Worksop, Notts, Rope Mam- 
facturer Sheffield Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Bowran, CHartes Oscar, Cardiff, Ship Painter Caniiff 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

| Cooper, Georce, Torkard, Notts, Coal Miner Nottingham 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Coorrr, Josern, Shrewsbury, Carpenter Shrewsbury Pé 
¥eb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Crosse, Harry Percy Gort, Norwich Norwich Pet Jas 
28 Ord Feb 21 

Damant, Erxest Rurentr Maxwett, Bethune rd, Stoke 
Newington, Lead Merchant High Court Pet Feb® 
Oru: Feb 20 

siney, Harrier, ene, Breconshire, Hardware 
Dealer Tredegar Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Dewseury, Josern Witutam Georce, Walsall, Leather 
Factor Walsall Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

| Ey ans, Witiiam, Carmarthen, Builder Carmarthen Pe 
Fe b a Ord Feb 21 

| Fearn, Francis, Parwich, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Fraycis, Artuur, Selsdon rd, Croydon, Woodbroker 
Croydon Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Fuy, F C, Granville pk, Blackheath, Agent Greenwich 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 18 - 

Haviey, Witi1aM Horros, Warwick, Stationer Warwitk 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Herver, Max Simon Avoiru, New Zealand avertue, EC, 
Publisher High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb20 | 

Hiscock, Henny, Shaftesbury, Dorsetshire, Mason Salix 

bury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 








Baatos, Bedford row, Solici- Ho.rorv-Srrevens, Witwtam, and Exyest Hower 


Sraevens, Brighton, Auctioneers Brighton Ord Feb 


Hour, Rosgrr Giepurt1, Ravensthorpe, Yorks, Confer 
tioner Dewsbury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Howr1t., Davip, Newport, Grocer Newport, Mon Pe 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Jacxsox, A E, Westbourme sq High Court Pet Feb! 
Ord Feb 20 

Jox«s, Joun, Commercial 1d East, Dairyman High Cout 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 21 

Jones, Sipany Auten, Carshalton, Surrey Croydon Pe 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Lamoexnt, Faances, and Atnay Lauer, Birmingha® 
Boot Dealers Birmingham Pet Jan2zi Ord Feb2 

Lewis, Fiovpy Weoiakn, Avenuerd, Acton, Clerk Bret 
ford Vet Febiv Ord Feb 19 

May, Evrru, Ware, Herts, Milliner, Hertford Pet Feb™ 
Ord Feb 20 

May, Joun, Ware, Herts, Saddler Hertford Pet Feb® 
Ord Feb 20 

| Mou, nis, WILLIAM, Bushee, 1 eensea Labourer Wrexham 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 





feb. 2° 
———— 


NWRIGHT, 
Way Pet 3 
Woop, Ee 

Jan 


D, es ‘ 
bags Feb 
Woowock, R 

Truro = 
Waieut, W- 

“Wandsw 


Avvensox, A 
6 + 
ABDEN « 
10.15 L 
Baney, Hue 
County ¢ 
Bess, SiDNE’ 
1 Bank 


Bayast, Ric 
Builder 


mouth 
BuanaRdy V 

4at 1. 
CoorER, JOS 


: 

CRuMPTON, | 
5ab 12 

Daves; Jer 

Paul’s § 

Peay, Fr. 
March 


Faost, Hal 
Chamb 

Gaxeg, Eu 
1 Off 


GARLAND, | 
12.30 
GaBRUD, 

Jewell 

y 

GnvvITH, 


GussiNG, 
man 


Swans 
Hayuor, 
Cler! 


Hiscook, - 
12.30 

Hose, Fr 
8t Pe 

Hooson, « 
1.30 


JENNINGS 
2.30 

Joyns, E 
Mare 


Jongs, 'T 
3.30 
Joxzs, ¥ 


Lewis, \ 
65, E 
Maso, 
Mar 
McNevr 
Mizar, 
38 
Morais, 
65, | 
Murray 
Sat 
Newma: 
Mu 


Parson 
Col 


stre 
Puxty, 








9,1 
a 
outhampton 
Letts Brother, 
c & Co, Hudden. 


| Jewry 


ter rd, Briztey 


hester 


tanley Evang¢ 
: Barrows, Ng. 
& Co, Cam 
nes & Sumber 


Shorthouge é 


ler Newport, 
Hertford Py 
erland, Joiner 

’ Fitzroy 8 
Builder Ply. 
von, Builder 
Builder 
4, Proviso 


‘set, 


rd, Butcher 
Leeds Pat 
Pet 
Pet Feb 
l Feb 17 

1ed in the 
rt Merthyr 


Bristol 


m 


Worcester 
ype Manu- 
. Cardiff 
ottinghsm 
bury Pet 
| Pet Jan 


rd, Stoke 
Pet Feb ® 


Hardware 
, Leather 
hen Pet 
’ ictualler 
odbroker 
reenwich 
Warwick 
ue, EC, 
20 

» Salis 


OLPORD- 
Ord Feb 
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x, Walton st, Chelsea, Watchmaker High 
00%, Joe Jan 7 Ord Feb 
Wiiuiam Troms, Chatteris, Cambridgeshire, 
baneialer Peterborough Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 21 
Joserx, Goole, Yorks, Master Mariner Wake- 
Mom Pet Feb2i Ord Feb 21 
pooxs, Hesnicx Win, Terret’s ph Islington, Builder 
High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb2 
RowNTBRE, Tuomas, Hartlepool, > snl 
Pet Feb 91 Ord Feb 21 
sysox, MARK, Shoreditch, Mantle Maker 
Se Jan 9 Ord Feb 20 







Sunderland 
High Court 


: N, —— rd, Stoke Newington, Manu- 
South, JO ig n Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Heb 30 
WARD, Tow en, Yorks, Solicitor Kingston upon 
Sunt pet Feb 6. Ord Feb 20 
a z, Goole, Yorks, Labourer Wakefield Pet 
Feb 21° Ord Feb 21 
sort, ALICE, Broadstairs, Kent 
g7 Ord Feb 18 
guru, Eowix, Publow, Somerset, Comme reial Traveller 
Wells PetJan27 Ord Feb 20 
Smvens, Epwin Sracey, Stapleton, Glos, Confectioner 
Bristol Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Taouas, Joux Henry, Neath, Glam, Grocer 
Feb21 Ord Feb 21 
ee ct, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Feb 20 
WawwrieuT, ALBERT, ations, Yorks, Builder Barns- 
ley Pet Feb 20 Feb 20 
Woop, EMowracu, Duke st, Bt James's High Court Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Feb 20 
Woon, Joun CunDELL, Sunderiend, Surgeon 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 1 
Woovcock, RicuarD Hex . Helston, Cornwall, Stationer 
Truro Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 
Wrieur, Wavrer, Winfrith rd, Wandsworth, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Dec30 Ord Feb 20 


Canterbury Pet Jan 


Neath Pet 


Sunderland 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aypersow, ALEXANDER, Preston, Licensed Victualler Mar 
6a63.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Anpex & Co, Gt Yarmouth, Fancy Dealers March 3 at 
10.15 Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Bagay, Hucn H, Northampton, Draper March 3 at 12.30 
County Court bldgs, Northampton 

Bess, Syey Grey, Bristol, Wine Merchant March 3 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bayast, Ricnanp Henry Hxetiyer, Meavy, Devonshire, 
Builder March 3 at 10 10, Athenzeum terrace, Ply- 


at 


Boawanty Wittiam, Scarborough, Chapel Keeper March 
4at11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Coorgr, Joseru, Shrewsbury, C Jarpenter March 3 at 2.30 

hrewsbury 
CRumProw, GzoraE, Aston, nr Birmingham, Grocer March 
5ab12 23, Colmore row, Birminghum 
Daves; Jerome, Sandy, Beds March 5ati2 Off Rec, St 
Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Fann, ns, Parwich, Derbys, Licensed Victualler 
March 3at12 Off Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 
Frost, iar, Leighton Buzzard, Draper “March 4 at 12.3 
Chamber of Commerce, 145, Cheapside 
(axe, Exten, Bridport, Dorset, Fish Dealer March 3 at 
_ 1 Off Rec, Salisbury 
GasLanD, Gzoree, Dorchester, Greengrocer 
12,30 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Gaszup, Winu1am Fravcis, 
Jeweller March 6 at 
Carey st 
Guerra, Wittiam, Portdinorwic, Carnarvon, 
5at11.30 Magistrates’ Room, Bangor 
Gustine, Freperick Wi..iam, Sketty, Glam, Milk Sales- 


» 


March 3 at 


Bond 


2.30 


st, Manufacturing 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Farmer 


man March 5 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 
Swansea 

Hayuoz, Grorge Win.iam, Leytonstone, Commercial 
Clerk March 3 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Hiscock, Henry, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Mason March 4 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 
Hose, Feevenickx, Nottingham March 3 at 11 Off Rec, 
St Peter’s church walk, Nottingham 
Hooson, Joun, Briercliffe, nr Burnley, Lancs 
1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Jenincs, Geoncx, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross “March 3 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Jonrs, Evear Sytvesrer, Banner st, 
h4ati11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Joxgs, Tuomas, er Flints, Farmer 
3.30 Royal "Hotel, Rhyl 
Joxes, Wittiam Avuausrus, Kidderminster, Cab Driver 
reh 8at 2.15 Thurstield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 
lamas, Vinsox, Llanbradach, Glam, T ailor March 3 at 3 
65, Hi; h st, Merthyr Tydfil 


March 5 at 


Paper Merchant 
March 4 at 


ABox, VintiaM Freperick, Leicester, Counterman 
March 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
McNevr, Grorcx, Boston pl, Dorset sq, Licensed Bailit? 


u bh 5 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

iter, Joun, Ashford, Kent, Hotel Keeper 

, 3 Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashford 

fonnis, Wit.1am, Porth, Glam, Tea Dealer March 3 at 12 
65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Murray, Tuomas, West Bromwict h, Warehouseman March 
Sat il 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Newmay, Apranam, Forton rd, West Kensington, Jeweller 

Sat 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pansoxs, Joun Francis, Gipsy rd, West Norwood, 

Colourman Mar 4 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


March 3 at 


Poxry, Quant £8, Brynmawr, Brecon, Confectioner Mar 4 
hi at 12 66, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

oC IO pa CeErH, Goole, Yorks, Master Mariner Mar 5at 
7 10 Off Rec, é, Bond ter, Waketield 

*ENTHAL, JuLIvS Lorwr, Southampton st, Fitzroy a] 

Mar 4 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Suxtpox, Joun, Leek, Staffs, Silk Manufacturer Mar 4 at 
5 10.45 Ott Ree, 28, Kin "Edward st, Macclestield 

Hort, Anruvn, ( Goole, Yor’ s, Labourer MardSatio Off 

» 6, Bond ter, Waketicl d 





Srrx, Epwix, Publow, Somerset, Commercial Traveller 
Mar 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Srevens, Epwix Sarcsts 


Mar 4 at 12 Gar’ Beak chutes’ ¢ 


ne ee a Laverstock, ‘Wilts Mar 3 at 3 


’ 
Sruarr, Barry, GR , Comedian Mar 3 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 74, Newborour Scarborough 
Tuomas, Herbert JouN, pt Bea ong Re — rd, Butcher 
Mar 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Tomrxrxs, J G, Queen Victoria st March 5 a 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Turner, George Henry, Soothill, Yorks, Commercial 
_ March 4 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Watsu, , ny Leeds, Auctioneer March 4 at 12 Off 
, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Wanrver, James Bissert, Bristol, Tailor March 4 at 1 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Wisse nag Bethesda, Carnarvon, Sooo March 3 at 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate ro 
Wnstenion, Jouwy, Arnold, Notts, ws —_ March 
2° 12 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- 
wees Tom, Blackpool, Hosier March 6 at 3 Off Rec, 
4, Chapel st, Preston 
Wooo, oe Leeds March 4 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, 
Worratt, Winenees, Latchford, Ches, Butcher March 13 
at 10.45 Court house, Upper Bank st, Warrington 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bagyzs, Joseru, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet Dec 
11 Ord Feb 21 

Barrie, George Wittiam, Worksop, Notts, Bepe Manu- 
facturer Sheffield Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 2 

Broapsrines, GeorGe, West hy sep veal Farmer 
Brighton Pet Jani4 Ord Feb 19 

Burton, ee E, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet Jan 15 

Feb 21 

Butier, Epwix Warsoy, Dickenson rd, Cosesh Hill, Agent 
High Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 

Coonan WILLIAM, ga Devon, Souler Exeter 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 2 ; 

Cooper, GEORGE, Torkard. Notts, Coal Miner Nottingham 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Curtixe, Cuarces, King st, West Smithfield High Court 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Feb 20 

Dawsixey, Hargiet, Brynmawr, Brecons, Hardware 
Dealer Tredegar Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 20 

Dewssury, Joseph WittiamM Grorce, eae, Leather 
Factor Walsall Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 2 

Hapiey, Wittiam Hoproy, oo Stationer War- 
wick Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 

Hearp, GrorGe, J Glos, Builder Bristol 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 21 

Hitt, Writram Roserr, Eton, Bucks, Upholsterer 
Windsor Pet Dec 14 Ord Feb 19 

Hiscock, Heyry, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Mason Salisbury 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 20 








| 
i 


Hoar, Henry Cuarves, Milbrook rd, Brixton, Inspector 


High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Feb 2: 

Hout, Roperr Giepuit1, Rav ow 5 Yorks, Con- 
fectioner Dewsbury Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Horktys, Josern, Bedford, Pianoforte Dealer High Court 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 19 

Howe, Davin, eee, Grocer Newport, Mon Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 23 

JEFFERIES, FREDER ay Witt, Batley, Yorks, Stock 
Broker Dewsbury Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 19 

Jessop, Auaustus Sroneseipver, Hale End, Walthamstow, 
Farmer High Court PetFeb19 Ord Feb 19 

Joxes, Epcar Sytvesrer, Banner st, 
High Court Pet Feb1 Crd Feb 20 


| sion ¢ 


Paper Merchant 


Jones, Tuomas, Rhuddlan, Flint, Farmer Bangor Pet 
‘eb 14 Ord Feb 21 | 
Lewis, Froype Werpiake, Avenue rd, Acton, Clerk | 


Brentford Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 


May, Eprrn, Ware, Herts, Milliner Hertford Pet Feb 19 
! 


Ord Feb 20 

May, Jons, Ware, Herts, Saddler Hertford Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 20 

McCurmont, Hveun Ouitvy, Evering rd, Dalston, Gent 
High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Feb 19 

Mercuayt, W1111aM, Pontypridd, Seas Manager 
pridd Pet Feb 1i Ord Feb 2 

Morris, Witiuam, Ruabon, Denbighshire, 
Wrexham Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Piorzk1, Morpecai, Shoreditch, Mantle Maker 
Court Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 21 

Restart, Groras Tuomas, Aston 
Brazier Birmingham Pet Jan 28 


Ponty- 
Labourer 
High 


juxta Birmingham, 
Ord Feb 12 


| evidence. 


Rockxert, Joseru, Goole, Yorks, Master Mariner Wake- 
field Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 
townrres, Tuomas, Hartlepool, Fisherman Sunderland 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Scorr, Joux, Hawkesley rd, Stoke Newington, Manufac- | 
turer High Court Pet Jan 31 Oni Feb 21 
Suorr, Arruun, Goole, Yorks, Labourer Wakefield Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Suorrnovusk, Nevinus, Sackville st, Piccadilly, 
High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 20 
Saurn, Bowiy, Publow, Gemereieieee, ... “ounmery ial Travel- 
ler Wells Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 
Surra, Tuomas, Brighton, Ham 4d 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 19 
8vu rr Joun Hasrixas, Barnsley, Yorks, Coal Merchant 
Rarnsley PetJan15 Ord Feb 21 


Surgeon 


Brighton Pet 


Sean Daviv, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor Swansea 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 19 
Tecnam Some Henny, Neath, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 


Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Warwnient, Anarrr, Thuristone, York, Builder Barnaley 
Pot Feb 8) Ord Feb 20 

Weron, Hexay \-T} Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 2 

Woes Zon, Blackpool, Hosier Preston Pet Jan 2 Ord 


Truro 


Wooxrcock, Rrounarp Henny, Helston, Cornwall, Stationer 
\ 


Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 





Amended notice substituted for that published in the 1 aes 
don Gazette of Feb. 14: 
Lanz, Avpent Epwagp, and Tuomas Wii.14m Lane, Bir- 
Builders Birmingham Pet Feb 8 


Feb 15 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Josuin, Henry, Ryde, I.W., Poulterer om and R 
Adjud April 21, 1887 Annul July 3, 1395 - 


Ord 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
March 4.—Messrs. Evwix Fox & Bousrrevp, at the Mart, 
Stocks and Shares 








at 2, in various Companies (see 
advertisement on 3 of this issue). 

March 5.—Messrs H, ‘oster & CRaxrieip, at the Mart, 
at 2, Reversions, Freehold Ground-rents, Life Interests, 
Policies, Shares, &c. (see advertisement on page 
of this issue). 

All letters intended for publication im the 


‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., Aalf law calf, 
5s 6d. 


Re Mr. GEORGE PAVEY, late of Ware, 











Herts, 


Owner and Contractor, Deceased. <i 
To SOLICITORS, BANKERS, and all 
others whom it may concern.—Any 


person or persons 
or who may have pre- 


ha in his or their possession, 
eae for the above deceased subsequent 


the ist my of July, 1876, or who may have 
_ such or Codicil, are 
undersigned, 
HUNT, 
=. Ware, Herts. 
Dated this 20th day of February, 1896 
ONEY WANTED.—To Capitalists.— 





Principals or i their 
Adliress for appointment, 0. 694, ** The Times ” Offfice. E.C. 
REEHOLD GROUND RENTS Wanted, 
pan gay in a large trust fund. No commis- 
owners. — Particulars to Messrs. aes 
Buayetrt, «1 Etpaiver, 14, N Nicholas-lane. | London, E 


J ORTGAGE SECURITIES REQUIRED 

for trust and other funds, at from 3] per cent.— 

to Messrs. Beax, Braxsrr, & Evparver, Sur- 
London, EC. 





BN 
Particulars 
veyors and Land Agents, 14, Nicholas-lane, 


INSURANCE COMPANTES and others. 


Floors ; — > 
entrance from King William-street or Cannon-street ; rent 
£500 inclusive.—Matruews & Matrrusws, Agents, 8, Old 
Jewry, E.C. 





PNema © Building Matters, Dilapida- 
tions, bg Drains, Sanitary ee. &e., 


— = Large experience giving 
ders” coseunbs —- ew x Brees, 
Practical Surveyor and Expert, & 6, Chancery- 


lane, W. Cc. 


IFE POLICIES and REVERSIONS.— 
Owners wishing to realize are invited to send full 
particulars to Messrs. Bsax, Buayxsrr, & Bupaipes, lM, 
Nicholas-lane, E.C. High prices, from 3) to SO per cent. 
beyond surrender value, are obtainable for first-cless old 
icies. 


WANTED. by a Youth aged 16, who writes 
a good hand and yap - sags ——o- 
ay tion im a itar’s as Ge ow 
jay references.— ‘Apply by letter te O. O., 
Oey lies F. White & Son, 32, Pieet-street, 
London, B.C 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL oysurancs company 
touarep., FIRE. 
Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, B.C., and 22, Pall Mall, S.W. 


Surveys, 
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DLISETOES. Taare, EXECUTORS, 
EBENTURE-HO ERS. — Traders’ Businesses 
ccmtsaeuletieel to tan aheninaas 40 years’ experi- 
ence.—Izanp & Izanp, Auctioneers, Valuera, and Accoun- 
tants, 52, Gracechurch-street, London. 


INCOLN’S-INN: hay ng and District.— 
Several Suites of Officer, , to be Let at rents and 
a to suit large fires or single tenants com- 
—Apply to Messrs. Dowsetr, Knicut, & 

Con, 





Lincoln’ s-inn-fel 8, London. 


ALEATIONS of Modern and Old Sabie. 

Hi rice given for Old Point and Modern Real 

Laces, Ol mn roideries, &c.—Haywarp's, 166 and 168, 
Oxford-street, W. Established 1770. 


YPEWRITING.—Absolutely correct and 
confidential.—Prixcirat, Polytechnic High School, 
Ciaghem, 8.W. 





LONDON GAZETTE (publishea by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY VERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117,"CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


HES RY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

a direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

 . aE 7 ay of his long experience of upwards of 

e special insertion of all pro forma notices, 

yd oy ind hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 

solutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 

Official stamps for advertisements and file of ‘‘ London 
Ganstte™ aati andl oy eppolsitment. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Aete® MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Wade of the 
cial Bench, Corporation of London, & 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


ADVANCES ow MORTGAGE AT FIVE PER 
ENT. INTEREST 


HE BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY 

is erent to make Advances on approved FREE- 

HOLD and LEASEHOLD HOUSES and SHOPS, also 

on LICENSED HOUSES, repayable in one sum or by 

om instalments, without. notice. — Apply to Francis 

Ravenscrort, Manager, Birkbeck Bank, Southampton- 
buildings, Chance ry-lane, London, V C. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 


ss — yersgh A — 
per CENT. on RENT ACCOUNTS, on the 


Bk monthly BP on not drawn below £100. 
STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
sums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1. 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


MADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
Open at 9 a.m. during the Summer Months. 
Wonderful Additions. book direct to Baker-street Station. 
and omnibuses from all parts. Just added :—The 
ue of Spain, Queen ot Holland, &c. Richly-arranged 
Drawing-room Tableau. Magnificent Dresses, Superb 
Costumes, Costly Relics, Grand Promenade. Deli htful 
music all day. New songs, solos, &c. Special refreshment 
a Popular prices. Every convenience and 
comfo: 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station.—_JABEZ SPENCER BAL- 
FOUR. THE LIBERATOR FAILURE. Open at 9 a.m. 
Trains and omnibuses from all parts. Admission, 1s.; “5 
children under 12, 6d. $d. 
TUSSAUDS | EXHIBITIO 





hr rooms 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Goupsmrrus anp Su.vanacres, 17 anv 18, Procapiuty, W., and at 1g 
GRACRCHURCH-STREET, Cornutt, Lonnon, E.C., beg respectfully’ to announce that they acouas 
abs rd the above for the Lzeat Prorsssion or Purcuase the same for cash if desired. 
ished 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberq, K.C.B. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 
C. H. GRIFFITHS & § 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, The wT 2 5s. 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, LEGAL N ES 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITOR 


2} to 4 Guineas. 
ACCOUNTANTS, &c. 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) It is the most convenient and durable yet offre fn 
Profession. 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. Consists of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, 


d four compartments in each. Se 
D A L R Y M = L E os Oo M re eee ere er other Looks. Size, 20in. by 13in, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. ; 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 
A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864, 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Classes suffering from the above. Highly 
successful results. Consulting Physician : Sir BENJAMIN 
WARD RICHARDSON, M.D., F.R.C.P. Medical Attend- 


ant: Dr. J. ST. T. CLARKE, "Leicester. —For terms, &c., 
apply, Mrs. Turosa.p, Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY See. AUTHORITY, 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. - 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


speedily printed in the form for ration and 

Recipe. SHARE C ckRTIFIC CATES, D: 

CHEQUES, engraved and rinted. OFFICIAL 
Ghose! for Sketches. 


SEALS derigned and executed. No ; 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 
RICHARD FLINT & GO., 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Agnual and d other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
TO H.R. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
B RAND AND “CO. 8S Al SADOS. | 








Terms, 




















a i | et 


“—— on an elegant Iron Stand, with Brass Mar 


B.—A Second-hand Triple Nest, consisting of . 
fall. front deed boxes on stand, patent locks, and dupl 
keys, £13; carriage paid in England. Also the 

deed box, ‘in. by 12in. by 10in., at 10s. 6d. nett cash. 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SON 
__ 43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Add 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORM 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY 


Qours, PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 


OTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
ieee. PIES, also re. Te 
FISSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TkA, 


[TURTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 





GPSCIALITIBG for INVALIDS. 


CAUTION —BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. ALEXANDER* &£ SHEPHE 


PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS, — 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINE 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIC. 
And all General and Commercial 


Every description of Printing—/arge or sn 


Sole address : 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR. 
BREAKFAST- SUPPER. 


EPPS’ 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. 





atten of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL NW 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Pub 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
Contracts entered into. 






























